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ABSTRACT 
 
ELIZABETH ROBINSON: Rural Settlement Patterns and Sanctuaries in the Middle 
Volturno Valley 
(Under the direction of Nicola Terrenato) 
 
 Although previous scholarship has suggested settlement patterns for the middle 
Volturno valley, these patterns do not take into account all of the evidence that is currently 
available.  Also, the models of settlement patterns that have previously been applied to this 
region seem to have been based on the assumption that this region functions in the same way 
as areas that have city-state organization.  This study takes a closer look at the sites of the 
middle Volturno valley, including settlements, sanctuaries, and other associated sites, in 
order to develop a more accurate settlement pattern for this region.  It refutes the assumption 
that this region employed territorial boundary sanctuaries, and suggests instead that the 
settlement pattern here was a complex one that employed sanctuaries to serve as areas for 
cultural interfacing rather than as symbols of territorial demarcation. 
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PREFACE 
 
 My interest in this topic came from my first excavation experience at Paestum in the 
summer of 2003.  At this time, I became acquainted with the region of Campania and the 
evidence of cultural interactions that was still present in the material record.  Working in this 
area allowed me to combine my interests in both Roman and Greek culture, and I was able to 
experience the archaeological evidence of cultural interactions firsthand.  I began to take an 
interest in the Roman expansion that took place during the Republican period, and in the 
interactions that occurred as the Romans began to move out into the Italian peninsula and to 
interact with the other cultures present throughout Italy. 
 Another interest that I have been developing centers on aspects of religion in the 
Roman world.  I realize that religion is not something that can be separated from the rest of 
the Roman system, as it was integrated into almost all aspects of Roman life, and this allows 
me to combine my interest in religion with several of my other interests.  In searching for a 
topic for this thesis, then, it was decided that a study of Campanian sanctuaries would help 
me to combine my interests in cultural interaction and continuity, with my interest in religion 
and religious practices.  I turned to Paolo Carafa’s 1998 article, and found that his description 
of the middle Volturno valley described an area that seemed to be especially suited to a study 
of continuity and change in religious practices in Campania.1  He discussed nine sites and 
their potential to have served as boundary sanctuaries, marking the territorial zones for two 
                                                 
1Carafa 1998, 213. 
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different pre-Roman settlements.  He also suggested that these nine sites contained material 
that ranged in date from the archaic period to the Roman period.  At this point, I began what I 
thought was an investigation of Campanian boundary sanctuaries. 
 In the course of my research, I learned that the situation in the middle Volturno valley 
is much more complicated than I had supposed.  In this work you will find a section 
discussing the history and geography of Campania.  Although this section is certainly a 
necessary part of a study of this kind, the history of this area is much more complicated than 
the history presented in this chapter.  The second chapter will give a brief overview of 
research that has been done on sanctuaries in the Mediterranean area, and will also provide a 
discussion of current research on boundary sanctuaries.  This helps to place my thesis within 
a wider framework of research on sanctuaries in this area.  The final part of this work has 
changed dramatically from my initial conception.  In this section I had hoped to investigate 
each of the sanctuaries, and not only to place them in their geographical and cultural 
contexts, but also to discuss their religious contexts.  In the course of my research, however, I 
discovered that many of the sites have been incorrectly labeled as sanctuaries, and that those 
that were correctly labeled were placed within the wrong settlement pattern.  I quickly 
realized that the work that needed to be done was a reassessment of the settlement pattern in 
the middle Volturno valley.  Sites needed be correctly identified before a more in-depth 
analysis of site classifications and overall settlement patterns could take place.  In light of 
this, I changed the focus of my research and have instead produced a work that focuses on 
the pre-Roman sites of the middle Volturno valley.  I am pleased with the way that my work 
has evolved, and I am glad to have undertaken a work of this nature.  I hope that others will 
find my work useful, and that, even if they do not agree with my ideas, they will be 
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encouraged to engage in a discourse about a topic that has great need of more discussion and 
more archaeological investigation. 
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CHAPTER 1 
CAMPANIA 
 
The term ‘Campania’ is used today to refer to the region in southern Italy famous for 
cities such as Pompeii and Naples.  The name for the modern region derives from the name 
of a group of ancient peoples from this region, and the modern region includes both the area 
of the ancient Ager Campanus and the ancient Ager Falernus (fig. 1).  From the beginnings 
of Italic history, through the division of the Italian peninsula into the eleven Augustan 
regions, and into modern times, both the boundaries and inhabitants of this region have 
changed.  These changes, in addition to the numerous other events that have taken place in 
this region over the course of history, make it is essential to clarify some of the 
characteristics of Campania in various periods. 
Geography and Topography 
 The modern region of Campania lies south of Lazio and Molise, extends from the 
western coast of Italy east toward the modern regions of Puglia and Basilicata, and contains 
areas that have been associated with the Campani and the Ager Campanus since ancient 
times.1  The precursor to this region was the southern portion of the first of the eleven 
Augustan regions, known as Latium et Campania (fig. 2).2  Before the official imposition of 
                                                 
1Fredericksen 1984, 2, 184, 191-192; Salmon 1967, 202. 
 
2Pallottino 1991, 163; Carafa 1997, 2.  Carafa (1997, 2) defines Campania as the area of the southern part of the 
first Augustan region.  He believes that this must reflect an ancient political and territorial entity, although he 
notes that this causes the exclusion of certain sites that are often considered to be part of modern Campania.  It 
the Augustan regions onto Italy, however, the area known as Campania had variously been in 
the control of Romans, Greeks, and native Italian groups including the Samnites and the 
Etruscans (fig. 3, fig. 4).3  During the earliest periods of Italian history, Campania was not 
formally considered as a region separate or distinct from the rest of Italy.4  As the Romans 
and native Italians clashed over their territorial holdings, however, Campania became both 
altered and defined. 
 It is clear that this area was attractive to several different groups of people throughout 
history, perhaps in part because of its geographic and topographic characteristics.  Both 
Pallottino, in his work on early Italy, and Fredericksen, in his work on Campania, stress the 
importance of Campania’s coastal location for the landing and initial settlements of the 
Greek colonists.5  Fredericksen also notes that the relatively flat land near the coast provided 
routes for Roman soldiers and for later Roman roads.6  Campania’s rivers provided limited 
access to the interior from the coast.  These rivers include the Volturno, which is the largest 
river in southern Italy, as well as the Savo, the Clanius, the Sarno, the Sebethus, and the 
Garigliano.7  These rivers were instrumental in providing water to Campania and helped to 
                                                 
is unfortunate that Peterson (1919, 2) defines the northern border of Campania as the Volturno river.  This 
causes him to exclude the middle Volturno valley from his work, as has already been noted by Carafa (1997, 8). 
 
3For more on the various ethnic groups present in Campania, see the section on Peoples. 
 
4Fredericksen (1984, 2) does note, however, that the areas that comprise Campania “always remained to some 
extent politically and culturally distinct from the rest of Italy.” 
 
5Pallottino 1991, 74; Fredericksen 1984, 85.  Polignac (1995, 90, 99) also notes that the Greek colonists were 
looking for a fertile area suitable for trading, and found such a place in Campania.   
 
6Fredericksen 1984, 22.  Fredericksen (1984, 310) adds that in the last century of the Republic the Campanian 
coastline became a fashionable Roman residential area. 
 
7Fredericksen 1984, 17-19.  In ancient times the Volturno was known as the Volturnus, the Sarno as the Sarnus, 
and the Garigliano as the Liris.  The Volturno has two major sections, an east-west branch and a north-south 
branch.  The middle Volturno valley, the area that I will focus on in this study, is part of the valley of the north-
south branch. 
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facilitate the movement of peoples, goods and ideas; they also created swampland by 
depositing silt near the coastline and in the harbors, and they often hindered travel because 
they were difficult both to ford and to navigate.8  In addition to its rivers, Campania also has 
water in the form of several natural springs, many of which contain sulfurous mineral 
waters.9 
 While the coastal area of Campania attracted Greeks and other peoples approaching 
Campania from the sea, the mountains in the inland area of Campania were the home of 
many native Italian inhabitants.  Several sets of limestone mountains, including the Mons 
Massicus, Monte Roccamonfina, Monte Maggiore, the Monti Tifatini, the hill of Cancello, 
Monte Sant’Angelo, Monte Visciano, and the Monti Lattari, form steep barriers on the inland 
edges of Campania.10  These mountainous areas were the location of several hill forts built 
by the people who lived on the eastern edges of what is now considered Campania.11  To t
west of these limestone mountains are several other volcanic mountains, including Mount 
Vesuvius and the hills of the Campi Flegrei.
he 
                                                
12  The differences between the coastal and 
inland topography helped to perpetuate various types of diversity within the region. 
 Campania was attractive to early settlers not only because of its location, but also 
because of the fertility of its soil.  Although the volcanoes posed a threat to the inhabitants, 
the ashy soil that they produced created an excellent area for agriculture.  The area of 
 
8Fredericksen 1984, 18, 20, 22-23; Pallottino 1991, 74. 
 
9Fredericksen 1984, 3-5; Caiazza 1990, 29.  This is especially true of the area near Alife in the middle Volturno 
valley. 
 
10Fredericksen 1984, 2.  Several of these mountains are part of the Apennines, the chain that runs down the 
center of the Italian peninsula. 
 
11 See Oakley (1995, passim).  Such forts are found in the middle Volturno valley, the specific area of this 
study. 
 
12Fredericksen 1984, 3. 
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Campania was noted in antiquity for its fertility, and this is certainly one of the reasons that 
various people, including the Greek colonists, decided to settle here.13  In later times, the 
Romans employed this area as a breadbasket, obtaining large amounts of grain and produce 
from this area.14 
Peoples 
Now that we have looked at the elements that made this area attractive to ancient 
inhabitants, it is useful to take a look at the various groups who lived in this area in ancient 
times.  The history of Campania is filled with the names of various ethnic or tribal groups 
who are said to have occupied parts of Campania in different time periods and to have been 
involved in battles over Campanian territory.  While these accounts certainly prove the 
existence of ethnic differences, it is impossible to fully divide the pre-Roman inhabitants of 
Campania into their own individual ethnic subgroups.15  In this section I will provide a 
synthesis of the traditional historical accounts of the interactions between these groups in this 
region.  While such a synthesis is necessary in order to place my study into its historical 
context, I am not completely endorsing all of the details.  In fact, I agree with the sentiments 
of Curti, Dench, and Patterson, when they claim, 
it is not always clear that cultural motifs are perceived to come with a specific ethnic 
label directly attached to them.  Thus, some have rightly warned that scholars should 
be aware that in labelling individual elements ‘Greek’, or ‘Lucanian’, or ‘Roman’, 
reference is made to nothing more and nothing less than an abstraction, an ideal: one 
                                                 
13Fredericksen 1984, 31-32, 163, 271, 310; Polignac 1995, 90; Peterson 1919, 19-20; Salmon 1967, 18. 
 
14Fredericksen 1984, 31-32, 163, 271, 310. 
 
15They may not have seen themselves as part of distinct ethnic groups either, but rather may have had more 
flexible identities and associations, just as we do today.  I am aware of the difficulties in developing a concrete 
definition of ethnicity, especially when dealing with a period and a group of people about which so little is 
known.  In general, however, I believe that linguistic traits, cultural traits, religious customs, and geographic 
relationships may have influenced the identities of the pre-Roman inhabitants of Campania. 
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is not referring to actual cultural entities.16  
 
The identities of the players were probably very fluid and self-defined, rather than inborn.  
Because archaeological evidence of self-defined identities is often difficult to interpret, the 
discourse of ethnicity and identity, which plays such a major role in the traditional discourse, 
will not figure prominently in this study.  It is important to keep in mind that our historical 
knowledge of these interactions is meager, and that the archaeological record shows that 
these groups seem to have shared a level of cultural interaction and awareness that created a 
far more complicated discourse than that suggested by the traditional historical ethnic 
divisions. 
According to historians, the major players in Campania seem to have been the Greek 
colonists, the Etruscans, and the Samnites.17  The Samnites and other native Italians had held 
this area of Italy at least since the Early Iron Age, and they encountered the Greeks when 
Greek colonists arrived on the coast in the eighth century BC.18  One or two centuries later 
the Etruscans expanded south into parts of this region, and their presence is noted in this ar
until the late fifth century BC.
ea 
                                                
19  At this time, the Samnites and other native Italians moved 
west into the areas that had been occupied by the Etruscan and Greek colonies, and took over 
most of these settlements.20  As the power of Rome continued to grow, however, the 
Samnites and native Italians of Campania began to clash with the Romans.  After a series of 
 
16Curti Dench and Patterson 1996, 182.  Although they are speaking about Hellenistic Italy, I believe that their 
sentiments also hold for earlier periods. 
 
17Although the Samnites can be further subdivided, this subdivision is beyond the scope of this work. 
 
18The Iron Age culture in Italy seems to have begun in the ninth century BC, and reached Samnium in the eighth 
century BC (Salmon 1967, 126). Frederickson 1984, 54-55; Polignac 1995, 89. 
 
19 Fredericksen 1984, 117, 129; Salmon 1967, 37. 
 
20Salmon 1967, 37, 49, 72, 126; Pallottino 1991, 105; Fredericksen 1984, 134-137; Oakley 1995, 8. 
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wars between Romans and the peoples of Campania, the Romans emerged victorious and 
placed colonies in Campania, performing centuriation on the land and establishing control.21  
During the course of the occupation of these various groups, several changes occurred in 
both the landscape and the settlement patterns of Campania. 
 Archaeological evidence indicates that the earliest Greek colonists arrived on the 
western coast of the Italian peninsula around 775 BC.22  They seem to have been interested in 
obtaining metals such as copper and iron from the Italian peninsula, and in finding fertile 
territory on the coast with a location suitable for trading.23  The first wave of colonization 
occurred in the eighth and early seventh centuries BC, and a second wave of colonial 
foundations occurred in the seventh and early sixty centuries BC.24  In his book on Campania, 
Fredericksen devotes two chapters to these Greek colonists, describing not only their arrival 
and their impact on the native inhabitants already present in the area, but also their actions 
during the two centuries of their unchallenged presence in Campania and the legacy left by 
them for the future inhabitants of the area.25  He notes that many of the colonies were 
situated so as to control a wide territory known as a chora.26  The chorai of these colonies
left an impact on the both the physical and cultural landscape, and must have created 
complex interactions with the native Italians of these areas.  It is through the interactions t
took place in these areas that Greek goods and elements of Greek culture, including the 
 
hat 
                                                 
21Salmon 1967, 187-399 passim. 
 
22Fredericksen 1984, 54; Polignac 1995, 89. 
 
23Fredericksen 1984, 55-56; Polignac 1995, 90. 
 
24Polignac 1995, 89. 
 
25Fredericksen 1984, 54-116. 
 
26Fredericksen 1984, 32, 69. 
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Greek alphabet and elements of Greek religion, were transmitted to the native Italians.27  
This is not to say that the culture of the Italians was not already somewhat complex; in fact, 
there was a sharing of ideas in both directions as the Greeks interacted with their new 
neighbors.28  Polignac notes that the natives withdrew to the interior while the Greeks 
seemed to stay largely in the coastal areas, placing religious areas and sanctuaries at the 
boundaries between themselves and their potentially hostile neighbors.29  In the fifth ce
BC, the native Italians became especially hostile and disregarded these established 
boundaries, overrunning many 
ntury 
of the Greek colonies.30 
                                                
 The Greeks were not the only people to establish colonies in Campania during the 
first half of the first millennium BC; the Etruscans also moved into parts of this area.  
Pallottino, in his history of earliest Italy, discusses Etruria and the Etruscans at length.  This 
is not surprising, as he is primarily known as an Etruscologist.  He notes the Etruscan 
presence in Campania at several major centers that had already been part of the Greek sphere 
of influence for at least a century, including Cales, Nocera, Nola, Acerra, Suessula, the Sarno 
Valley, and Capua, the capital of Etruscan Campania (fig. 4, fig. 5).31  He seems to regard the 
civilization of the Etruscans as more advanced than that of the native inhabitants of 
Campania, suggesting that the more ‘rustic’ native inhabitants of the inland areas were 
fascinated with the civilizations that occupied the coast, and that the natives adopted more 
 
27Fredericksen 1984, 58, 75, 90, 99. 
 
28Fredericksen 1984, 68. 
 
29Polignac 1995, 99-106.  The Greeks do not seem to have moved far enough inland to have had a significant 
impact on the Samnites in the area of the middle Volturno valley. 
 
30Salmon 1967, 37, 49, 72, 126; Pallottino 1991, 105; Fredericksen 1984, 134-137.   
 
31Pallottino 1991, 70; Fredericksen 1984, 125.  It seems that the Etruscan physical presence in Campania did not 
extend to the middle Volturno valley. 
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advanced cultural characteristics from the colonists.32  Fredericksen also considers the 
Etruscan contribution to the cultural landscape of the area, both while they were present in 
the area, and after their withdrawal.33  He notes certain marks of Etruscan influence on 
Campania, including evidence of trade goods such as Etruscan metalwork and pottery, and 
later evidence of Etruscan grave goods and Etruscan-style burials.34  Despite the presence of 
these imported Etruscan goods, many of the burials continue to retain a Greek character, 
suggesting that the Etruscan influence on Campania was neither excessive nor complete.35  
Also, the Etruscan elements that are found in the archaeological record seem to be adapted 
and modified to suit local styles: functional pottery and metalwork is put to funerary use, 
pottery is adapted to suit local needs, and the Etruscan elements of the artifacts seem to be 
diluted by their mixture with other native Italian and Greek elements and artisans.36  
Fredericksen even goes so far as to argue that the Etruscans who settled in the Greek colonial 
hinterland became “thoroughly Hellenized.”37  Whether or not this was the case, the effects 
of the Etruscan culture on Campania seem to have been less significant than the effects of the 
culture of the Greek colonists.  Like the Greeks, the Etruscans were not able to maintain 
                                                 
32Pallottino 1991, 74.  The idea of rustic native inhabitants looking to the Greeks and Etruscans for elements of 
culture is a common theme in earlier scholarship, but one that is often not accurate. 
 
33Fredericksen 1984, 117-133.  He says that the Etruscans were in Campania from 650 to 400 BC.  Peterson 
(1919, 8) notes that Roman historians thought that the Etruscans were only prominent in this region for half a 
century.  This seems to be disputed by the archaeological evidence. 
 
34Fredericksen 1984, 117-118, 120-121.  Chamber tombs with Etruscan-style tomb paintings are present at Alife 
(Salmon 1967, 64). 
 
35Fredericksen 1984, 121. 
 
36Fredericksen 1984, 122-123. 
 
37Fredericksen 1984, 135. 
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control of their settlements in Campania much after 400 BC.38  Both groups fell to the native 
Italian peoples of the interior who were moving westward at this time. 
 We know that there was a native Italian element present in Campania before the 
arrival of the Greeks and the Etruscans, but the lack of a written history from these peoples 
makes it difficult to define exactly who they were and what aspects pertained to their culture.  
Pallottino echoes the sentiments of many other scholars when he says, “pre-Roman 
Italy…was an admixture of peoples without any common origin, language or culture, whose 
levels of development differed widely.”39  It is difficult to distinguish between the different 
groups of native Italians who were present in this area of southern Italy from the time before 
the Greek colonization until the time that Roman citizenship was extended to this area.40  We 
know that there were native Italians in this area as early as the Early Iron Age, and that later, 
in the fifth and fourth centuries BC, a group of Osco-Umbrian speaking Indo-European 
peoples, some of whom were part of the group traditionally known as the Samnites, moved 
from the areas east of Campania toward the coastal area occupied by the Greeks and 
Etruscans (fig. 4, fig. 6).41  Ancient authors, such as Diodorus, report that it was during their 
movement into this area at this time that some of the native Italian peoples took the name 
                                                 
38Fredericksen 1984, 117, 129.  Salmon (1967, 37) believes that the Etruscans were removed from southern 
Italy shortly after 500 BC.  Peterson suggests that some of the evidence of Etruscan influence in elements of 
material culture found in Campania dates from the fourth century BC or later, and suggests that some Etruscans 
may have remained in Campania after the Samnite conquest in order to serve as ministers for gods that 
belonged especially to the Etruscans.  This seems unlikely. 
 
39Pallottino 1991, 4.  See also Fredericksen (1984, 136). 
 
40An attempt to sort out these peoples from one another is necessary, but unfortunately lies beyond the scope of 
this work.  For more information on these native groups, see: Fredericksen (1984, 33, 134-137, 140); Pallottino 
(1991, 102, 105); Salmon (1967, 28-35); Oakley (1995, 7-8).  Salmon seems to give the most thorough 
discussion, yet this discussion is now outdated and somewhat antiquarian. 
 
41Salmon 1967, 37, 49, 72, 126; Pallottino 1991, 105; Fredericksen 1984, 134-137; Oakley 1995, 8.  Even the 
use of the term ‘Samnite’ could be disputed.  Here I am using the definition given by Salmon (1967, 33), that is, 
“‘Samnite’…means ‘inhabitants of Samnium,’ the Sabellians par excellence.”  Fredericksen (1984, 136-137) 
says that the movement took place in the sixth and fifth centuries BC. 
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Campanians, and established their center at Capua.42  Salmon, in his work on the region of 
Samnium and the people called the Samnites, provides many details about this particular 
group of native Italian peoples in this area.  These eastern Italic peoples proceeded to remove 
the Etruscans from southern Italy and to conquer several of the Greek colonies in this area.43  
Their settlement pattern does not seem to have been one of large hierarchical settlements 
similar to the Greek colonies with their adjacent chorai, but rather a pattern of several 
scattered nucleated settlements, often located in highly defensible positions.44  This type of 
settlement pattern may have made it difficult for the Samnite sites to handle large 
populations, and excessive population growth may have led to their large-scale emigration 
into the neighboring territory.45  These Oscan-speaking native Italians continued to expand 
toward Campania until the middle of the fourth century BC, when their further movement 
was eventually checked by the Romans.46  At this time these two groups engaged in a series 
of several wars that ended with the Roman conquest and subsequent annexation of the 
Campanian lands.47 
 The history of Roman interaction with the region of Campania goes back at least to 
the period before Greek colonization, where there is evidence of trade between Campania 
                                                 
42Diodorus 12.31.1, 16.15.2.  Cited by Fredericksen (1984, 137 n. 31) and Pallottino (1991, 105). 
 
43Salmon 1967, 37.  Salmon (1967, 49 n. 4) argues that it is at this point that the Samnites ‘reincorporate’ 
Allifae and the middle and upper Volturno valley as part of Samnium. 
 
44Fredericksen 1984, 31; Oakley 1995, 1; Salmon 1967, 51-52, 133. 
 
45Salmon 1967, 18-19.  He argues that this emigration was often undertaken in an aggressive manner.  The 
martial nature of these peoples seems to have made them particularly attractive to the Greeks, who used them as 
mercenaries (Salmon 1967, 49). 
 
46Salmon 1967, 72; Fredericksen 1984, 184. 
 
47Salmon 1967, 72. 
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and the people to the north.48  It is not until the fourth century BC, however, that the Roman 
and Samnite spheres seem to have overlapped in their quests for territory.  At this time the 
origin of the first major quarrel between these two groups was the territory of northern 
Campania.49  Both the Romans and the Samnites were interested in this fertile agricultural 
region that formed the border between their territories.  This conflict ended with Rome 
gaining control of the area of Campania known as the Ager Falernus, stretching from the 
northern part of Campania south toward the east-west section of the Volturno River.50  The 
Campani living in this region received citizenship sine suffragio, while the Samnites retained 
their territory in the east and their status as an independent and unconquered entity.51  This 
marked the beginning of a strong Roman presence in the northern part of Campania.  Rome 
increased its presence in this area during the late fourth and early third centuries BC by 
founding colonies in the Ager Falernus, such as the Latin colony placed at Cales in 334 BC.52  
Also, Roman garrisons were probably stationed in Campania during the period from 326-305 
BC, when the Romans were fighting the Second Samnite War.53  As a result of this conflict, 
the Romans gained the territory of the Garigliano valley, and in 313 BC placed colonies at 
                                                 
48Fredericksen 1984, 158. 
 
49Fredericksen 1984, 36; Salmon 1967, 194.  This quarrel has been named the First Samnite War, and took 
place from 343-341 BC (Salmon 1967, 72; Fredericksen 1984, 184).  Although some scholars have argued that 
the first Samnite War was fictitious, it seems likely that this conflict was real (see Salmon 1967, 199; 
Fredericksen 1984, 186).  
 
50Salmon 1967, 202-203; Fredericksen 1984, 38, 191.  This area was occupied by the Campani (Fredericksen 
1984, 184, 191).  Shortly after this conflict, Rome and Samnium were allies for a short period when the 
Aurunci, Volsci, Sidicini, Latins and Campani raised arms against both Rome and the Samnites.  (Fredericksen 
1984, 184; Salmon 1967, 206-207).  This conflict is traditionally known as the Latin War of 340-338 BC 
(Salmon 1967, 207). 
 
51Fredericksen 1984, 184, 191-192; Salmon 1967, 202. 
 
52Fredericksen 1984, 185, 211.  Fredericksen (1984, 211) notes that there probably was no official settlement of 
Roman people in the Ager Campanus. 
 
53Fredericksen 1984, 212-213.  Several of the initial conflicts of this war took place in parts of Campania, 
including the area of the middle Volturno valley. 
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Suessa Aurunca and Saticula in order to watch over the native Italian peoples in these 
areas.54  After the close of the Third Samnite War in 290 BC, Rome gained additional 
territory in the region of Campania in the area south of the River Aufidus and west of the 
Volturno River in the north.55  Several of the formerly Samnite towns in the regio
Roman praefecturae.
n became 
f the 
 in the 
                                                
56  The Romans continued to gain more territory in this area after the 
Pyrrhic War and the Second Punic War; the area annexed included the Ager Campanus, 
added in 211 BC.57  Roman influence continued to spread in this area, and the impact o
Roman presence was strongly felt in 132-130 BC, when part of Campania was involved
agrarian reforms carried out by the Gracchan land commission.58  The next step in the 
process of Roman intervention in Campania occurred at the close of the Social War, in 87 
BC, when the entire southern area of Italy was given Roman citizenship.59  From this point 
on, the Campanian region was considered to be part of the territory of Rome, and was 
involved in the subsequent districting performed by Augustus.60  This does not mean, 
however, that the native Italic peoples completely abandoned their traditional habits and 
customs.  While some elements, such as the settlement pattern, may have changed, many of 
the practices of the native Italians remained the same well into the imperial period.61  It is 
 
54Salmon 1967, 253; Fredericksen 1984, 213. 
 
55Salmon 1967, 45, 276-278.  This war lasted from 298-290 BC (Salmon 1967, 259, 276).  This area was some 
of the best agricultural land in Samnium (Salmon 1967, 277). 
 
56Salmon 1967, 278. 
 
57Salmon 1967, 290.  This is when Allifae seems to have become a Roman praefectura and part of the Teretina 
tribus. 
 
58Salmon 1967, 323, 332. 
 
59Salmon 1967, 376. 
 
60Pallottino 1991, 163. 
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worthwhile to note not only the changes that did occur but also those traditions that 
continued to persist even into the time of Roman domination of this area. 
 When I began this study I hoped that an investigation of boundary sanctuaries in this 
area would provide an explanatory framework for some of the interactions mentioned in the 
historical sources.  After undertaking the research and exploring the archaeological evidence, 
I have learned that we have to think in different terms, and that the model of centralized 
settlements and associated boundary sanctuaries may not be the best one to define this area.  
While there certainly were clashes between different groups and there was a dynamic of 
tension between different peoples, we cannot think of these groups as mutually exclusive, nor 
did they necessarily have well-defined boundaries, either territorially or culturally.  The 
archaeological evidence shows that these groups did not have deeply rooted homogeneity or 
mutually exclusive ethnicities, but rather that they participated in a fluid discourse of self-
definition and self-representation, adopting iconographies and artifacts from various different 
cultures. 
                                                                                                                                                       
61Salmon 1967, 50-52, 291. 
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CHAPTER 2 
SANCTUARIES IN THE ANCIENT MEDITERRANEAN 
 
This chapter is meant to serve as a brief overview of the research that has been 
devoted to the study of cult places in the ancient Mediterranean.  Because it is impossible to 
touch on all of this research, I will discuss work that has been done on sanctuaries found in 
Greece, Etruria, and Magna Graecia, in an attempt to clarify the definition of a sanctuary.  I 
will then discuss various methods of sanctuary classification that have been suggested by 
different scholars, and I will spell out the method of classification that is used in this work.  
Finally, I will discuss the phenomenon of boundary sanctuaries as it is seen in Magna 
Graecia and Etruria.  With this information clarified, it should become more obvious that the 
model of boundary sanctuaries is not appropriate for the middle Volturno valley. 
Sanctuary Definition 
It is very difficult to develop a definition of ‘sanctuary’ that holds universally for 
sanctuaries from various cultures.  The most basic definition is that a sanctuary is a cult site 
where religious activities take place.  This means that a sanctuary can be used for the 
veneration of gods and other cult figures, and that several events, including games, 
processions, banquets, sacrifices, and the deposition of offerings might occur there.  The 
earliest sanctuaries in Greece seem to have been located on the edges of the territories that 
would later belong to future cities, and were areas where offerings were deposited.1  In the 
                                                 
1Polignac 1995, vii-viii. 
Homeric period in Greece, such sacred spaces were often important natural sites, such as 
pools, woods, caves, and mountains.2  In the Geometric period in Greece, however, 
sanctuaries began to receive features such as altars, temples, and precinct walls.3  As time 
progressed, Greek sanctuaries became more developed, until they reached the stage that 
Pedley defines in his recent book, where a sanctuary was, “a sacred, defined space, 
characterized by a boundary wall, temple(s), altars, stoa(s), treasuries, and other architectural 
dependencies, in which religious activities took place.”4  Pedley argues that these Greek 
sanctuaries could take many different forms and could serve many purposes, but that one of 
the chief rituals that took place in a sanctuary was sacrifice.5  The sanctuaries of Italy are 
defined by characteristics similar to those of Greek sanctuaries, and seem to have shared a 
similar progression from simpler areas of votive deposits toward areas with more complex 
architecture.  Although sanctuaries are typically associated with architectural installations, 
there are also instances of open-air cult places associated with natural features, such as 
groves.  These sites should be considered sanctuaries if there is significant evidence of ritual 
activity associated with them.  In the middle Volturno valley, most of the areas of cult 
activity have no associated architecture, and several of these sites are marked only by the 
presence of small votive deposits.6  This makes it difficult to determine whether or not these 
areas should be classified as sanctuaries, but they should certainly be considered cult areas.7 
                                                 
2Polignac 1995, 16. 
 
3Polignac 1995, 16-17.  In the middle Geometric period, the altar was usually a cone of ashes (Polignac 1995, 
17). 
 
4Pedley 2005, 245. 
 
5Pedley 2005, 1. 
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Classifying Sanctuaries 
 Most studies of sanctuaries tend to classify these sites based on their topographical 
relationships to known cities.  Despite this general trend, scholars often decide to break the 
sanctuaries into very different categories.  The choice of classification often pertains to the 
type of evidence available, the preconceptions about the culture of a society, or the previous 
research conducted in an area.  Although there are several different ways of classifying 
sanctuaries, I have chosen to present only the classifications of four different studies: those of 
Edlund, Fracchia and Gualtieri, Carafa, and Polignac.  All of these authors work on sites in 
the Mediterranean, and their observations and classifications share similarities but also 
contain important differences that vary from region to region.  Because of regional 
differences, and especially because the settlement pattern in the middle Volturno valley is 
different from these other Mediterranean regions, none of these classifications is sufficient 
for my study area. 
In her work on sanctuaries in the countryside of Etruria and Magna Graecia, Edlund 
notes that the categories in her classification system “refer to the topographic relation 
between settlements and places of worship.”8  She divides the sanctuaries in these areas into 
five categories: extra-mural, extra-urban, ‘political,’ rural, and those located in nature.9  She 
defines an extra-mural sanctuary as one that is located immediately outside a city wall or 
                                                                                                                                                       
6Tagliamonte (2004, 105) notes that it is true that for most of Samnium the existence of sanctuaries “is revealed 
only by the discovery of votive offerings (as inscriptions, bronze figurines, etc.) and of elements belonging to 
the architectural decoration of sacred buildings.” 
 
7These votive deposits look nothing like well-known Samnite sanctuaries, such as Pietrabbondante, yet as of 
this time no architecturally enhanced sanctuaries have been found in the middle Volturno valley. 
 
8Edlund 1987, 41. 
 
9Edlund 1987, 41.  It is important to remember that she does not have an urban category, as she is only dealing 
with sanctuaries found in the countryside.  She places her first three categories in the sphere of sanctuaries 
established in connection with human settlements, while the last two categories are in the sphere of sacred 
places in nature that are independent of political structures (Edlund 1987, 42). 
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equivalent boundary.10  Evidence of this type of sanctuary includes votive deposits in the 
immediate vicinity of a city boundary, but can also include sanctuaries lined up along the 
circumference of a city to form a boundary between urban and non-urban areas.11  Her 
category of extra-urban sanctuaries refers to any form of sanctuary located outside the urban 
boundaries, including the extra-mural sanctuaries.12  Examples of this type of sanctuary 
include monumental temples placed at the boundaries of the Greek colonies of Magna 
Graecia, and the extra-urban sanctuaries of Etruria that were not necessarily located along 
boundaries, but nevertheless served as an extension of the interests of the Etruscan cities.13  
The category of ‘political’ sanctuaries encompasses extra-urban sanctuaries that served as 
neutral meeting places for a number of communities, comparable to the Greek sanctuaries at 
Delphi or Olympia, but on a more modest scale.14  An example of this type of sanctuary is 
the shrine of Voltumna in Etruria, where important political discussions took place.15  Rural 
sanctuaries are places of worship that existed independently of the city, and pertained more 
to the life of the countryside.16  The archaeological evidence of these rural sanctuaries 
usually consists of “modest votive deposits, altars, and perhaps enclosures.”17  Her final 
                                                 
10Edlund 1987, 41.  She notes that because these sites are located outside of the city, they are actually a 
subcategory of the extra-urban sanctuaries. 
 
11Edlund 1987, 41. 
 
12Edlund 1987, 41-42.  In Edlund’s work, this category is narrowed to include only the extra-urban sanctuaries 
that had ties with the city and were probably administered from the city (42). 
 
13Edlund 1987, 42. 
 
14Edlund 1987, 42.  Edlund (1987, 42) notes that these ‘political’ sanctuaries were sometimes administered by a 
coalition of cities.  These sanctuaries are particular to Etruria (Edlund 1987, 64). 
 
15Edlund 1987, 42. 
 
16Edlund 1987, 42.  Edlund (1987, 42) notes that these sanctuaries may have originated as sacred places in 
nature that had sources of potable water. 
 
17Edlund 1987, 42. 
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category, sanctuaries in nature, consists of places of worship that are set in natural settings 
such as woods, groves, and water.18  These five categories emphasize the relationships 
between the urban centers of Etruria and Magna Graecia and the cult areas, and suit the range 
of non-urban sanctuaries in these regions.  For the Etruscans and the Greeks, the city was an 
important element of society, and as such, it played a part in regulating many aspects of life 
for the inhabitants.  Edlund’s focus on the sanctuary’s relationship with the city makes her 
categories insufficient for classification of indigenous cult sites, however, and she must resort 
to discussing indigenous sites only in terms of the presence of Greek elements at these sites, 
or in terms of their incorporation into the Greek network of sanctuaries.19  Her emphasis on 
Greek elements of indigenous sanctuaries, including Greek forms of architecture and Greek 
votive deposits, shows the influence of ethnic labels in her work.  As I have already noted, 
clearly defined ethnic distinctions cannot be seen in the archaeological record, and such a 
notion is no longer valid for the region of Campania. 
A second sanctuary classification strategy is that of Fracchia and Gualtieri.  They 
make their classification when observing the cult practices of pre-Roman Lucania, a region 
located near Samnium.20  They note the emergence of three types of cult places in this region 
in the pre-Roman period: large cantonal or confederate sanctuaries that serve several 
communities over a large area; smaller rural sanctuaries located at crossroads; and 
ceremonial areas with cultic associations that are found in the context of aristocratic oikoi in 
                                                 
18Edlund 1987, 42. 
 
19Edlund 1987, 94, 120-127. 
 
20The settlement pattern in this area is somewhat similar to that of Samnium, with fortified sites and a general 
occupation of the countryside around these fortified sites (Fracchia and Gualtieri 1989, 218).  Despite this, the 
proximity of the Lucanians to the Mediterranean coast and to the Greeks of Magna Graecia makes the culture of 
these people different from that of the Samnites (Oakley 1995, 5). 
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areas of nucleated or fortified settlements.21  The cantonal or confederate sanctuaries seem to 
date from the middle of the fourth century BC and later.22  They have a topographic 
placement that is similar to the ‘political’ sanctuaries classified by Edlund that are located 
predominantly in urbanized Etruria, but because these cantonal sanctuaries are located in the 
hinterland of non-urbanized Lucania, their sociopolitical context and function is different 
from that of Edlund’s ‘political’ sanctuaries.23  An example of a Lucanian cantonal sanctuary 
is the large sanctuary located at Rossano di Vaglio (Potenza).24  The second type of 
sanctuary, the smaller rural sanctuary placed at a major crossroads, also seems to date from 
the middle of the fourth century BC and later.25  These sanctuaries are not necessarily related 
to specific settlements, and may have served as points of exchange or markets between two 
or more areas.26  An example of this type of sanctuary is the sanctuary at Serra Lustrante that 
was probably dedicated to Hercules.27  The final type of sanctuary in the classification of 
Fracchia and Gualtieri seems to date from the late fifth through the fourth century BC, and 
consists of ceremonial areas with cultic associations, found in the context of aristocratic oikoi 
within nucleated or fortified settlements.28  An example of this type of cult area exists at the 
                                                 
21Fracchia and Gualtieri 1989, 219, 221. 
 
22Fracchia and Gualtieri 1989, 219. 
 
23Fracchia and Gualtieri 1989, 221. 
 
24Fracchia and Gualtieri 1989, 220. 
 
25Fracchia and Gualtieri 1989, 219. 
 
26Fracchia and Gualtieri 1989, 221-222.  Fracchia and Gualtieri (1989, 222) compare this type of cult place to 
the rural sanctuaries within the chora of the Greek colony of Metaponto, as discussed by Edlund. 
 
27Fracchia and Gualtieri 1989, 221-222.  These sanctuaries often have an important spring, pavements and open 
areas, and occasionally have a monumentalized enclosure (Fracchia and Gualtieri 1989, 223). 
 
28Fracchia and Gualtieri 1989, 219.  I believe that this type of sanctuary is less relevant to my discussion, as 
similar forms have not been found in the middle Volturno valley. 
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site of Roccagloriosa.29  Although these three types of sanctuaries are particular to pre-
Roman Lucania, certain aspects of some of the categories are similar to those of other cult 
sites in Italy.  This sanctuary classification scheme is not valid for the middle Volturno 
valley, however, as the pattern of sanctuaries seen in this area looks nothing like that of pre-
Roman Lucania. 
The next type of classification is that of Carafa, used in his study of Campanian cult 
places.30  His classification, much like that of Edlund, is done on the basis of topography.31  
His classification system consists of three categories of sanctuaries: urban, suburban, and 
extra-urban.32  Although Carafa does not specifically define these categories, it seems clear 
that urban sanctuaries are sanctuaries located inside a city itself, while suburban sanctuaries 
are sanctuaries located near a city or close to the fortifications of a city, and extra-urban 
sanctuaries are sanctuaries that are located outside of the immediate territory of a city.  He 
supports this type of classification system by arguing,  
negli studi sull’organizzazione culturale del mondo greco, l’elemento topografico 
viene ormai considerato un punto di partenza necessario alla corretta comprensione 
del fenomeno religioso e non sembrano sussistere serie ragioni per non applicare un 
simile punto di vista anche alle situazioni dell’Italia antica.33   
 
While he may be correct that such a classification works for the Greek colonies in Campania, 
the use of the term “urban” in the area of Samnium, where settlements are certainly fortified 
but are not necessarily cities, is misleading.34  While sanctuaries are connected with urban 
                                                 
29Fracchia and Gualtieri 1989, 223. 
 
30Carafa 1997, 50. 
 
31Carafa 1997, 50. 
 
32Carafa 1997, 50.  He notes that this type of classification was used successfully for Etruria (Carafa 1997, 50). 
 
33Carafa 1997, 50. 
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development in Etruria and Magna Graecia, for a region such as Samnium that has little 
evidence of major urban development in the pre-Roman period, this connection is less 
apparent.35  Carafa seems to expect the indigenous fortified sites of Campania to behave like 
the cities of the coast, yet the archaeological evidence indicates that this was not the case.  I 
agree with Carafa that it is important to look at the relationships between settlements and 
places of cult, but I do not believe that a classification system that revolves around urban 
centers is valid for the entire region of Campania.  A classification system that is similar to 
Carafa’s, but which involves topographic relationships between cult sites and non-urban 
settlements, should prove to be more useful. 
The final classification system that is relevant to a study of sanctuaries in Campania is 
that discussed by Polignac in his work on Greek cults and sanctuaries.  Like Carafa, Polignac 
classifies sanctuaries into three different categories based on their location in relation to 
cities.  His three categories are: urban sanctuaries, suburban or periurban sanctuaries, and 
extraurban sanctuaries.36  Urban sanctuaries were located within a city, often either on an 
acropolis, or at the center of a city.37  Examples of these sanctuaries include the sanctuary of 
Athena in Athens and the sanctuary of Apollo in Corinth.38  Suburban or periurban 
sanctuaries are those cult areas “located on the margins of the inhabited area.”39  These 
sanctuaries were located on or very near to the edge of a city, and were often originally 
                                                                                                                                                       
34Gualtieri 2004, 35 and passim. 
 
35See Edlund (1987, 41) for the connection between cities and sanctuaries in Magna Graecia and Etruria. 
 
36Polignac 1995, 21-22. 
 
37Polignac 1995, 21. 
 
38Polignac 1995, 21-22. 
 
39Polignac 1995, 22. 
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separate from the urban area.40  Examples of this kind of sanctuary include the sanctuary of 
Apollo in Thebes, the sanctuary of Artemis at Ephesus, and the sanctuary of Demeter at 
Eleusis.41  The extraurban sanctuaries were located outside of the city, often separated from 
the city by a distance of no less than five or six kilometers and no more than twelve or fifteen 
kilometers.42  These sites would probably not have been used on a daily basis, but they were 
still accessible from the cities.43  Examples of this type of sanctuary include the sanctuary of 
Hera in Argos, the sanctuary of Apollo at Epidauros, the sanctuary of Poseidon in Athens, 
and the sanctuary of Aphaia in Aegina.44  This classification system seems to adequately 
cover the types of sanctuaries seen on the Greek mainland. 
When Polignac discusses the sanctuaries of the Greek colonies, he distinguishes four 
additional kinds of sanctuaries: the monumental sanctuary of the urban pole of the colony, 
the monumental sanctuary of the nonurban pole of the colony, the nonmonumental periurban 
sanctuary, and the nonmonumental sanctuary situated in the outer territory.45  The first 
category includes sanctuaries located on an acropolis or at the center of an urban space.46  
The second category often involves sanctuaries of Hera, and in Magna Graecia these 
                                                 
40Polignac 1995, 22. 
 
41Polignac 1995, 22. 
 
42Polignac 1995, 22.  This last category can be further divided into three types: the first served as peremptory 
symbols of a single city’s domination, the second was used to mark the boundaries of the chora of a city, and 
the third was a cult shared by two adjacent cities that were equidistant from the sanctuary (Polignac 1995, 37-
38). 
 
43Polignac 1995, 22. 
 
44Polignac 1995, 22. 
 
45Polignac 1995, 92. 
 
46Polignac 1995, 92. 
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sanctuaries were often extraurban, such as the examples at Metapontum and Poseidonia.47  
The third category often includes sanctuaries of Demeter or Persephone, such as the ones at 
Siris and Locri, while the fourth category includes sites dedicated to Artemis or other female 
deities who were associated with springs or indigenous cult sites.48  It is difficult to further 
classify the sanctuaries of the colonies, however, as they share few similarities.49  In his 
work, Polignac has been able to develop somewhat strict categories for the Greek sanctuaries 
of mainland Greece and Magna Graecia.  Like Edlund, Polignac’s emphasis on the 
relationship between urban centers and sanctuaries will not allow his classification system to 
be used in a region such as the middle Volturno valley.  Also, the pattern of cult sites 
associated with the Greek colonies is simply not the same as the pattern of the indigenous 
cult sites.  His categories cannot be directly applied to indigenous Italian cult areas, but the 
idea of stressing the topographic relationship between habitation sites and cult areas is a 
valuable one that can be used in the investigation and classification of native Italian sites. 
Given the inadequacy of these different options for the classification of the 
sanctuaries and cult areas of the middle Volturno valley, it is worthwhile to spell out the 
classification system that I will use in this work.50  There seem to be three types of cult areas 
in the middle Volturno valley: cult areas located within fortified settlements, cult areas 
located just outside the fortified settlements, and cult areas located in areas that do not seem 
                                                 
47Polignac 1995, 92-93. 
 
48Polignac 1995, 93. 
 
49Polignac 1995, 93. 
 
50For the sake of completeness and comparison I will discuss the sanctuary types of the middle Volturno valley 
here, although this classification is a result of the research I have conducted and follows from the evidence 
presented in Chapter Three.  I am including this information here because I feel that it is relevant to this part of 
the discussion, and because it is important to note the differences between the patterns observed elsewhere and 
those seen in the middle Volturno valley. 
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to be in close proximity or directly related to fortified settlements.51  While this resembles 
the urban, suburban, and extraurban divisions noted for the Greek world by Polignac and f
Campania by Carafa, the Samnites do not seem to have had fully urbanized centers.  Because 
of this, labels using the term “urban” are not appropriate for the middle Volturno valley.  The 
term that I use to classify these fortified Samnite settlements is oppidum, and therefore I 
believe that it is appropriate to classify the cult areas of the middle Volturno valley in terms 
of their topographic relationships to the oppida in this area.
or 
                                                
52  Areas of cult that are located 
within the fortifications of these settlements are considered intramural cult areas.53  These 
cult areas were probably overseen by the inhabitants of the settlements in which they were 
located.  Areas of cult that are located on the outskirts of, or in the areas directly surrounding 
the fortified settlements, are extramural cult sites.54  Many of the cult sites in the middle 
Volturno valley seem to belong to this category.  The final group of cult places, located away 
from the Samnite fortified settlements, is that of rural cult sites.  In using this term, I am 
suggesting that these sites were not necessarily directly under the influence of a specific 
oppidum, and may have been used by several groups of people living in the areas adjacent to 
or associated in some way with each cult site.  Several of the cult sites in the middle Volturno 
 
51 I define cult areas as locations where there is evidence of religious activities, including the veneration or 
worship of deities or cult figures.  This evidence often takes the form of votive deposits.   I appreciate Torelli’s 
(1990, 715) observation that the external aspects of a sanctuary are not necessarily criteria on which to base the 
function of that sanctuary, but given the scarcity of evidence for this area there seems to be no other reasonable 
method of classification other than the topographic one that I have proposed. 
 
52Gualtieri (2004, 38 n. 24) supports the use of the term oppidum when referring to the fortified settlements of 
this area. 
 
53 This classification is valid for all of the oppida in the middle Volturno valley that I have investigated, as each 
oppidum has fortification walls.  This may simply be a product of Oakley’s (1995, 16) classification criteria, 
however, and therefore if Samnite oppida are found without polygonal walls, this term will need to be altered. 
 I have chosen not to mark these cult sites on my map (fig. 7, fig. 58), but I have marked the extramural and 
rural cult sites. 
 
54Again, this classification is valid for all of the oppida in the middle Volturno valley that I have investigated. 
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valley belong to the category of rural cult sites.55  Both extramural and rural cult sites could 
serve as boundary markers, but they could also provide areas for cultural interfacing.56  It 
seems that in the middle Volturno valley, these sanctuaries, especially the extramural ones, 
provided areas for the interaction of people from different regions, different social classes, 
and perhaps different ethnic identities. 
Boundary Sanctuaries 
 The presence of extramural and rural cult areas in the middle Volturno valley has 
been suggested to show that the Samnites were using boundary sanctuaries to serve as 
territorial markers.57  Because of this, it is worthwhile to investigate the phenomenon of 
boundary sanctuaries in an attempt to see why this model works for Etruria and the Greek 
colonies of Campania, but may not be the best model for an area like the middle Volturno 
valley. 
 The Greeks of Campania used sanctuaries to serve as boundaries to mark the chorai 
of their cities, separating them from other Greek cities and from the surrounding 
countryside.58  Edlund argues, “…temples were erected at the boundaries of several colonies 
to serve as guard posts, but more importantly, to impress the Greek-ness of the area upon the 
non-Greek inhabitants and travelers.”59  It is unlikely that these temples served to force 
Greek culture on the surrounding area, but it does seem that as the Greeks took control of the 
                                                 
55It is possible that the classification of some rural cult sites will change if new Samnite oppida are discovered 
near these sites. 
 
56Torelli 1977, 57; Letta 1992, 122-123. 
 
57Carafa 1998, 213; Carafa 1997, 187. 
 
58Polignac 1995, 103. 
 
59Edlund 1987, 40-41.  Edlund focuses mostly on the Greek cults of Campania.  Even when she discusses the 
indigenous cults of this area, she seems only to talk about the ones that have evidence of Greek forms of 
architecture and cult (Edlund 1987, 120-124, 133).  Such a one-sided and ethnically-oriented viewpoint is no 
longer valid. 
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coastal lands and the native Italians retreated further into the interior, the establishment of 
Greek sanctuaries helped to consecrate the seizure of lands from the indigenous population.60  
The gods would have served as protectors of the Greek chorai.61  Sanctuaries were also used 
to mark the control of the Greek cities over strategic points in the landscape, such as water 
crossings and springs.62  These sites would have both delineated the boundary of the Greek 
cities, and served as points of contact between the Greeks and the indigenous Italians, 
allowing the Greeks not only to dominate these well-defined territories, but also to interact 
with their neighbors.63  In the case of these Greek colonies, the foundation of extra-urban 
sanctuaries was directly linked with the foundation and development of the colonies as a 
whole, and tied to the civic and political needs of the colonies.64  These extra-urban frontier 
or boundary sanctuaries displayed their religious, political and social dependence on their 
parent cities.65  Without the urban development of the Greek colonies, there might not have 
been the need for these types of sanctuaries, but presumably other types of sanctuaries that 
facilitated the interactions between the Greeks and native Italians would still have been 
necessary.66  The Greeks of Magna Graecia used boundary sanctuaries whose main function 
was to serve as territorial markers. 
                                                 
60Polignac 1995, 99. 
 
61Edlund 1987, 128; Polignac 1995, 114. 
 
62Edlund 1987, 97-98, 145; Polignac 1995, 36, 101. 
 
63Edlund 1987, 41, 63, 97, 133, 139, 143, 146; Polignac 1995, 98, 105-110.  Evidence of this interaction can be 
seen in the form of trade between Greeks and indigenous Italians, adoption of Greek funerary customs by 
indigenous populations, and the deposition of both Greek and indigenous artifacts in the Greek sanctuaries 
(Polignac 1995, 107-108). 
 
64Edlund 1987, 131, 144; Polignac 1995, 97, 99-100. 
 
65Edlund 1987, 143. 
 
66Polignac 1995, 106. 
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 The phenomenon of boundary sanctuaries is well documented for parts of Etruria, 
especially for the area between Cerveteri and Tarquinia.67  The cult places and other sites 
such as necropoleis and castelli, combined with the natural geographical barriers such as 
mountains and rivers, helped to form a boundary between these two cities, subdividing the 
space and probably marking the boundaries of the political territories of the cities.68  These 
sacred areas also seem to have been tied to routes of communication, and thus it is likely that 
they served not only as cult areas, but also as exchange points and as areas for gatherings and 
markets. 69  Edlund’s Etruscan ‘political’ sanctuaries facilitated the gathering of peoples from 
several different communities.70  Their location in a somewhat neutral space could ensure 
that no one city was unfairly allowed to dominate these gatherings.  Like the Greek colonies 
of Magna Graecia, the city was the main element in the political structure of Etruria, and the 
city “dominated its own space as well as that of the surrounding countryside.”71  The 
presence of urban centers with defined territories both necessitated and facilitated the 
foundation of boundary sanctuaries in Etruria. 
 The model of boundary sanctuaries is applicable for both the Greek colonies of 
Magna Graecia, and the Etruscan cities of the pre-Roman period.  Given its success as a 
model for these areas, it is easy to see why scholars would be eager to test its applicability in 
other regions, such as the middle Volturno valley.  Scholars such as Carafa seem to treat this 
region as one that is similar to southern Etruria and coastal Campania, expecting the oppida 
                                                 
67Zifferero 1998, 223; Zifferero 2002, 139-141; Zifferero 1995, 348. 
 
68Zifferero 1995, 348; Zifferero 2002, 139, 141, 146. 
 
69Zifferero 1995, 335, 348; Edlund 1987, 145; Zifferero 2002, 145.  This contrasts with the sanctuaries in 
Magna Graecia that seem to have been associated with areas of water. 
 
70Edlund 1987, 64. 
 
71Edlund 1987, 146. 
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to behave like the cities of these urbanized regions.  In Samnium, however, there is a density 
of polygonal fortifications that is unmatched in the rest of the Italian peninsula, and these 
fortifications create a network of fortified sites connected with other subsidiary sites.72  
While it is difficult to speculate about the social structure that led to such a network, it is 
clear that the human landscape of this area is very different from that of the urbanized 
societies of the Etruscans and the Greeks, and that this human landscape had “diverse levels 
of local/regional variability.”73  Also, whereas the evidence of settlement and habitation can 
be easily detected in Etruria and Magna Graecia, scholars are only recently piecing together 
information that leads to the conclusion that the fortified oppida are likely to have been 
habitation sites.74  Rather than being major centers and areas of dense occupation, they seem 
to have been political or administrative units associated with an inhabited hinterland.75  It is 
clear that the settlement pattern of this area is very different from those of Etruria and Magna 
Graecia, and because of this, we cannot expect Italic sanctuaries to behave the same way that 
their Etruscan and Greek counterparts do.   
The network of sanctuaries in the middle Volturno valley seems to be a complex one 
where the sanctuaries are under the influence of many different centers or focal points, rather 
than a network where all of the sanctuaries perform some function that relates to an urban 
center as a singular focal point.  These sanctuaries served as both physical and cultural 
interfaces for the peoples living in this region and for others who may have come into this 
region.  With the absence of urban centers, several of the functions that would normally have 
                                                 
72Oakley (1995, 1) notes that we know of over eighty fortified centers in Samnite territory alone, and of well 
over one hundred from other parts of the central and southern Apennines. 
 
73Gualtieri 2004, 40. 
 
74Gualtieri 2004, 40, 47. 
 
75Gualtieri 2004, 40. 
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taken place within these urban areas, such as markets, fairs, political assemblies, and other 
social, political, and economic activities, would have needed venues.76  The rural sanctuaries, 
and perhaps even the extramural sanctuaries, could have housed these events.77  These 
activities would have brought together several groups of people from inside and around the 
oppida, thus allowing the sanctuaries to serve not as markers of territorial claim, but as sites 
designed for the mixing and mingling of different groups.  This was probably especially true 
of the rural sanctuaries, whose location away from any major oppidum would put them 
outside of any sort of territorial influence and would make them ideal for gatherings 
involving various groups.  The extramural sanctuaries could also have served political, 
economic, and social functions, and their location outside of the oppidum walls would have 
made them more accessible to people coming from the hinterland of the oppidum.78  In this 
sense, they would have welcomed outsiders and allowed them to participate in activities such 
as trade and worship, by providing an area for interactions and interfacing to take place 
between the outsiders and the people associated with the oppidum.  This gives them a very 
different role from that of the boundary sanctuaries of Etruria and Magna Graecia. 
Armed both with an appropriate rubric for sanctuary classification in the middle 
Volturno valley and with the idea that the model of boundary sanctuaries that applies to 
Magna Graecia and Etruria may not be satisfactory for the middle Volturno valley, it is 
worthwhile to investigate the archaeological evidence of this area in order to further clarify 
the roles that the sanctuaries of the middle Volturno valley may have played. 
                                                 
76Torelli 1977, 57; Letta 1992, 122-124.  Although neither of these authors is writing specifically about the 
middle Volturno valley, their comments are still relevant. 
 
77 Torelli 1977, 57; Letta 1992, 122-124. 
 
78We have evidence of habitation in the hinterlands of many of these fortified settlements (Gualtieri 2004, 40). 
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CHAPTER 3 
ALIFE AND THE MIDDLE VOLTURNO VALLEY: A CASE STUDY 
 
 Having looked at Campanian history and topography, as well as some of the current 
research on sanctuaries in the Mediterranean world, let us now turn to an investigation of the 
middle Volturno valley and sixteen sites in this area.1  Before undertaking an in-depth 
analysis of these sites, however, it is useful to review not only the particular geography of 
this area, but also the history of inhabitation in this region.2 
Geography and Topography 
 The sixteen sites investigated in this study are located in the middle Volturno valley 
on the eastern edge of Campania, within the territory known in ancient times as Samnium.3  
This area formed the western flank of the Samnite territory.4  The middle Volturno valley 
extends along the course of the Volturno River starting in the area around Rufrae, and 
follows the southeastern flow of the river toward its intersection with the Calore River (fig. 8,  
 
                                                 
1Carafa (1998 213) suggested that this area had a discernible pattern of boundary sanctuaries, leading me to 
believe that it was particularly suitable for a study of this kind. 
 
2This discussion is much more specific to the middle Volturno valley than the discussion of Chapter One. 
 
3Oakley 1995, 18.  Carafa (1997, 184) says that these sites lie in the upper and middle Volturno valley, but 
according to Oakley’s (1995, 18) classification, the sites are not in the upper Volturno valley.  Oakley instead 
places the sites in two areas: “from Venafro to Roccavecchia di Pratella,” (Oakley 1995, 28-40) and “from 
Dragoni to Telese” (Oakley 1995, 46-55). 
 
4Oakley 1995, 9; Salmon 1967, 27. 
fig. 9).5 
Of the sixteen sites discussed in this study, most are located in the foothills of the 
Montagna del Matese (fig. 10).6  These limestone mountains served as a source of protection 
for those who built on the upland areas, but they are also located close enough to the 
Volturno to provide access to its resources.  They also provided the building material for the 
polygonal walls.7 
Several streams that originate in the Matese feed into the Volturno from the eastern 
side, and the lower valleys of these streams are both wide and fertile, creating land suitable 
for agriculture.8  To the south of Monte Cavuto/Roccavecchia di Pratella is a particularly 
expansive and fertile plain which includes the area on the northern and southern banks of the 
Volturno, stretching east past Alife.9   
The Volturno is not completely uniform in this area.  For example, where it flows on 
the western side of the Montagna del Matese, to the west of Monte Cavuto/Roccavecchia di 
Pratella and Mastrati, it creates a narrow valley that is not even two kilometers wide.10  
Further east near Alife, however, the Volturno valley widens to eleven kilometers as the river 
continues to flow southeast toward the Calore, along the southern part of the fertile plain that 
includes Alife.11  The entire northern edge of this plain is bounded by the Montagna del 
                                                 
5Oakley 1995, 18. 
 
6Oakley 1995, 28, 146.  The Matese massif is encircled on all sides by at least twenty identified Samnite hill-
forts (Oakley 1995, 146). 
 
7Becker 15. 
 
8Oakley 1995, 28. 
 
9Oakley 1995, 29, 29 n. 167.  Oakley (1995, 29) notes that the fertility of this area makes it almost an extension 
of Campania. 
 
10Oakley 1995, 28. 
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Matese (fig. 8, fig. 9, fig. 10).  It is this area, characterized by the juxtaposition of the 
agricultural land of the fertile plain created by the Volturno River, with the upland pastures 
and defensible habitation areas provided by the edges of the Montagna del Matese, that 
provides the location for my case study.12 
Peoples 
 Chapter One discussed the different groups of native Italians, Greeks, Etruscans, and 
Romans who were active in Campania from the eighth to the first centuries BC.  Influence 
from all of these groups reached the middle Volturno valley at different times.  Although 
some influence from Greek and Etruscan culture made it to this area, the colonists from the 
coast do not seem to have physically ventured this far into the interior to establish 
settlements.13  Instead, from the eighth to the fourth centuries BC, the Samnites of this region 
seem to have been interacting mainly with the other native peoples in this area, both those 
from Samnium and those from Campania.  This area then remained part of Samnium during 
the Samnites’ early wars with the Romans, but was eventually ceded to Rome to become part 
of Rome’s vast territorial holdings in the Italian peninsula.   
This area, and specifically the site of Alife, is discussed in various ancient texts.  
There was a Samnite community, which Livy calls Allifae, which existed in the middle 
Volturno valley in the fourth century BC.14  It is very likely that this community existed well 
before the fourth century BC, as there is evidence for human occupation of the area around 
                                                                                                                                                       
11Oakley 1995, 49. 
 
12Oakley 1995, 146. 
 
13Curti Dench and Patterson (1996, 174) note that there may have been colonists in the upper Volturno valley, 
but the colonists do not seem to have moved down into the middle Volturno valley. 
 
14Livy 8.25.4, 9.38.1, 9.42.6, 22.17.7, 22.18.5.  
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modern Alife from as early as the Iron Age.15  At this time, however, there is not enough 
evidence from this area to be able to undisputedly identify the Samnite precursor of Roman 
Allifae.16  Because of this, I will try to follow a strict system of nomenclature throughout this 
discussion.  Although many scholars have suggested that either Monte Cila or Castello 
d’Alife may have been the Samnite precursor to Roman Alife, no firm conclusion has been 
reached.17  I will thus call the Samnite site discussed in the historical sources “Samnite 
Alife,” instead of attempting to match it with an identified site of a different name located in 
the hills of the Montagna del Matese.  The next iteration of Alife occurs in the late fourth 
century BC, when a town is established on the plain below the Montagna del Matese at the 
site of modern Alife (fig. 10).18  This town was presumably different from Samnite Alife, 
and will therefore be called “fourth-century Alife.”  The next stage in the development of 
Alife seems to be the placement of a Roman colony, called Allifae, on the site of modern 
Alife.19  I will call both this colony and the settlement that continues in this location from
first century BC through the Roman period “Roman Allifae.”  I hope that in following th
conventions I will be able to clearly outline the known history of this site and its surrounding 
region. 
 the 
ese 
                                                
Although some of the events that occurred in the middle Volturno valley in the fifth 
to second centuries BC are recorded in the historical sources, many of the details concerning 
 
15Salmon 1967, 126 n. 7. 
 
16Oakley 1995, 51; Caiazza 1990, 34. 
 
17For Monte Cila, see section III.  For Castello d’Alife, see section IV. 
 
18Oakley 1995, 131; Salmon 1967, 52, 290-291.  Salmon (1967, 291) says this happened after the Pyrrhic War, 
around 270 BC, but his argument seems to be based on literary sources, whereas Oakley’s argument is based on 
archaeological evidence.  I will refer to the current town of Alife as “modern Alife.” 
 
19Miele 2001, 20-22; Oakley 1995, 49; Tagliamonte and Miele 2002, 192; Pagano 1990, 95-96; Conta Haller 
1978, 66. 
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Samnite Alife in this period are still uncertain.  Salmon believes that Samnite Alife “ceased 
to be part of Samnium in the early fourth century,” and that during this period it considered 
itself to be part of Campania.20  He then argues that later in the fourth century BC it was 
“reincorporated” into Samnium.21  It is also possible that during this time some or all of the 
members of Samnite Alife moved down into the plain to occupy fourth-century Alife.22  As 
mentioned in Chapter One, it is impossible to develop a completely accurate narrative of this 
area at this time, and the archaeological record does not indicate a complete break in 
association or a complete change of culture in this area during this time period.  Thus, it is 
impossible to completely prove or refute Salmon and Oakley’s claims about the site during 
this period.  In any case, it seems that at least at the time of the Samnite Wars, Samnite Alife, 
or fourth-century Alife, belonged to the people traditionally known as the Samnites. 
The First Samnite War left this area largely untouched, while the Second Samnite 
War seems to have involved this area much more.23  Livy tells us that in 326/325 BC, after 
war was formally declared between the Romans and the Samnites, there was fighting in the 
Volturno valley opposite Callifae, Allifae, and Rufrae, and these three towns came under the 
power of the Romans.24  Whether or not these towns were actually captured by the Romans 
is a matter of some debate, however, as Allifae is reported to have been attacked on two other 
                                                 
20Salmon 1967, 49 n. 4. 
 
21Salmon 1967, 49 n. 4, 76-77. 
 
22Oakley 1995, 131. 
 
23Salmon 1967, 211. 
 
24 Livy 8.25.4: Tria oppida in potestatem venerunt, Allifae Callifae Rufrium, aliusque ager primo adventu 
consulum longe lateque est pervastatus.  [Three towns – Allifae, Callifae, and Rufrium – fell into their hands, 
and the rest of the country was devastated far and wide at the first coming of the consuls.  Trans. Loeb].  This 
passage is cited by Salmon (1967, 219), Miele (2001, 19), Oakley (1995, 51 n. 256), and Conta Haller (1978, 
65, 89).  It is important to remember that because Livy is writing much later than the actual events and is using 
a variety of sources, he is not always accurate in his discussions. 
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occasions.25  This suggests that if indeed the Romans did gain control of these towns, they 
may have given them back to the Samnites as part of the Caudine peace treaty at the end of 
the Second Samnite War.26   
The next time that the Romans are involved in this area, according to Livy, is in 
310/309 BC, when Gaius Marcius Rutilus is said to have taken Allifae during his raid on 
western Samnium.27  Again, this claim is perhaps spurious, as Livy says that in 307 BC 
Quintus Fabius Rullianus successfully engaged the Samnites at Allifae when attacking 
western Samnium.28  Despite these claims of Roman conquest in this area, it seems as though 
Alife remained in Samnite hands even after the Third Samnite War.29   
It is not until after the Pyrrhic War, perhaps in the late 270s or early 260s BC, that 
Samnite Alife seems to have been ceded to the Romans.30  Festus claims that at this time the 
town became a Roman praefectura in the Teretina tribus.31  Livy records that later, during 
                                                 
25Salmon 1967, 220, 223.  This observation again comes from Livy’s manuscript, which seems to aggravate the 
situation, rather than to clarify things.  Unfortunately, I do not have time within the scope of this work to deal 
with textual criticism and interpretation of Livy’s passages. 
 
26Salmon 1967, 220 n. 1. 
 
27Livy 9.38.1: Dum haec in Etruria geruntur, consul alter C. Marcius Rutulus Allifas de Samnitibus vi cepit.  
[While these things were going on in Etruria, the other consul, Gaius Marcius Rutulus, captured Allifae from 
the Samnites by assault.  Trans. Loeb].  This passage is cited by Salmon (1967, 245), Oakley (1995, 51 n. 257), 
Conta Haller (1978, 65), and  Miele (2001, 19).  This event is also discussed at Diodorus 20.35.2. 
 
28Livy 9.42.6: Q. Fabius pro consule ad urbem Allifas cum Samnitium exercitu signis conlatis confligit.  [The 
proconsul Quintus Fabius fought near the city Allifae a pitched battle with the army of the Samnites.  Trans. 
Loeb].  This passage is cited by Salmon (1967, 247).  Salmon also suggests that this may have been an 
erroneous claim.  He notes that Rullianus’ activities around Allifae may have been exaggerated by Fabian 
historiographers (1967, 247 n. 1). 
 
29Salmon 1967, 278. 
 
30Salmon 1967, 291.  Salmon believes that the community of Samnite Alife moved to the site of modern Alife, 
located on the plain, at this time.  This is contrary to Oakley’s (1995, 131) suggestion that there are fourth 
century BC remains at this site. 
 
31Festus 1913, 262; Salmon 1967, 45, 290; Caiazza 1990, 28; and Conta Haller 1978, 65.  Some scholars 
believe that Allifae first received the status of civitas sine suffragio, and then later that of praefectura.  Dates for 
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the Second Punic War in 217 BC, Quintus Fabius Maximus moved his camp to the area 
above Allifae, suggesting that by this time there was probably a settlement lower on the 
plain.32   
As mentioned in Chapter One, the history of this region is filled with interactions 
between several peoples, and the lack of a written history, except that of the Romans, 
coupled with the lack of extensive archaeological investigation in this area, makes the history 
of the middle Volturno valley very confusing.  In light of this, it is perhaps best to turn to the 
archaeological evidence, and to both supplement and compare this information with what is 
known from the literary sources.   
Two scholars, P. Carafa and S. P. Oakley, have investigated the archaeological 
remains of this area in order to determine possible settlement patterns in the middle Volturno 
valley and to learn more about the inhabitants of this area from the Iron Age through the 
Principate.33  While they examine some of the same sites, their motivations and focuses are 
different, and they seem to obtain drastically different results.  It is useful, therefore, to 
examine both of their arguments before discussing the archaeological evidence. 
Existing Interpretations of Middle Volturno Valley Settlement Patterns34 
                                                                                                                                                       
the status of Allifae as a praefectura range from as early as the beginning of the third century BC to as late as 
after the close of the Second Punic War (Miele 2001, 20).   
 
32Livy 22.18.5: Fabius quoque movit castra transgressusque saltum super Allifas loco alto ac munito consedit.  
[Fabius, too, broke camp, and marching through the pass established himself in a lofty and naturally strong 
position above Allifae.  Trans. Loeb].  This passage is cited by Oakley (1995, 51 n. 259) and  Miele (2001, 19). 
 
33Conta Haller has also investigated the remains, and discusses their functions and roles, especially in the period 
of the Samnite Wars.  She discusses their military importance, and the intervisibility between the sites.  Oakley 
refutes her classifications, and seems to offer an improved version of her settlement pattern.  In light of this, I 
am focusing on Oakley’s discussion, but see Conta Haller (1978, 97-100) for her observations and arguments on 
the functions and intervisibility of the settlements in this area.  See her figure 54 for her ideas about the 
intervisibility between the various fortified sites in this area. 
 
34I have not included Conta Haller’s (1978, 10) classification scheme, as hers seems to be based solely on 
geographic location. 
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Carafa’s ideas come from the research he conducted as part of his PhD dissertation on 
Campanian sanctuaries published in 1997, and they are subsequently reiterated in his article 
of 1998, while Oakley’s observations are part of his work on Samnite hill-forts, published in 
1995.35  For both of these scholars the middle Volturno valley is only part of a larger area 
under observation.  The patterns that they see in this area are related to the observations 
stated in the rest of their respective works.  It is perhaps for these reasons that the arguments 
made and the evidence used is somewhat selective, allowing both scholars to fit this area into 
the rubric that they have created for their larger study areas.  My study, because it covers 
only the middle Volturno valley, is able to take into account the information provided by 
both of these studies, and attempts to develop concrete ideas about this particular region, 
which may or may not then apply to a larger area. 
P. Carafa: Boundary Sanctuaries 
 In his chart that lists the urban, suburban, and extra-urban sanctuaries of Campania, 
Carafa lists Alife as having five extra-urban sanctuaries.36  He notes that in the middle 
Volturno valley the distribution of material that was possibly votive in nature seems to 
correspond to a very precise pattern.37  He identifies nine locations of potential votive 
material, but adds several disclaimers: not all of the sites may have been sacred areas, not all 
of the material may come from votive deposits, and the materials are difficult to date.38  This 
seems to be the only time that he considers these disclaimers, however, as he goes on to say 
that the nine sites correspond to two separate systems or clusters of extra-urban sanctuaries, 
                                                 
35Carafa 1997; Carafa 1998; Oakley 1995. 
 
36Carafa 1997, 51. 
 
37Carafa 1997, 184.  Carafa calls this area the upper and middle Volturno valley, but seems to only discuss sites 
from the middle Volturno valley. 
 
38Carafa 1997, 185. 
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one cluster centered on modern Alife, and the other centered around Monte Cavulo (sic) (fig. 
11, fig. 12, fig. 13).39  The first cluster, centered on the modern town of Alife, includes the 
sites of San Potito, Masseria Simeoni, Sant’Angelo d’Alife, Monte Cila, and Dragoni.40  The 
second cluster, centered on Monte Cavulo (sic), includes Pratella, Santa Maria in Cingla, 
Zappini, and perhaps Mastrati.41  He notes that the five sanctuaries surrounding Alife are 
each located about five kilometers from the modern town, and mentions that at least one of 
them could have been a liminal or boundary sanctuary.42  He also notes that the four 
sanctuaries surrounding Monte Cavulo (sic) seem to replicate the pattern of the sanctuaries 
around modern Alife.43  He suggests that the finds from these nine sanctuaries indicate 
evidence of activity from the archaic period into the Roman period,44 and says, 
“probabilmente le comunità sannitiche, che pure mai raggiunsero una compiuta evoluzione 
verso la forma urbana, strutturarono le proprie divisioni territoriali con l’ausilio di markers di 
carattere sacro.”45  The pattern that he gives is one of larger settlements each located inside a 
ring of protective, boundary-defining sanctuaries.  This suggests that he believes that the 
model of boundary sanctuaries, seen elsewhere in the ancient Mediterranean world, is 
applicable to Samnium in the area of the middle Volturno valley.  It seems that Carafa has 
not fully researched all of the material available concerning these sites, however, and that he 
                                                 
39Carafa 1997, 186-187.  The sites labeled by Carafa on the map from his dissertation do not all correspond to 
the sites in his article (fig. 11, fig. 12).  He uses the same map, but with different labels.  I have chosen to follow 
the labels on his later map, as these seem to be more accurate. 
 
40Carafa 1997, 186; Carafa 1998, 213. 
 
41Carafa 1997, 186; Carafa 1998, 123. 
 
42Carafa 1997, 186.  Note that this sentiment is reprinted almost word-for-word in Carafa’s article (1998, 213). 
 
43Carafa 1997, 187; Carafa 1998, 213. 
 
44Carafa 1998, 213, 215. 
 
45Carafa 1998, 213.  He also makes a very similar statement in his dissertation (1997, 187). 
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may have decided on the pattern before fully investigating the sites.  Several of the comments 
in Oakley’s book contradict Carafa’s suggestion that these nine sites were all extra-urban 
sanctuaries; Oakley also suggests that there may not have been habitation at the site of 
modern Alife until the fourth century BC, making it impossible for this site to be the center of 
a group of archaic sanctuaries.46  Carafa has conveniently neglected sites in this region that 
do not conform to his pattern, and has amended or neglected the elements of the sites that he 
does include, in order to fit the sites into his pattern.  A critical reassessment of his ideas is 
now necessary. 
S. P. Oakley: Hill-forts 
 Oakley’s ideas about the settlements of this area spring from his research on Samnite 
hill-forts throughout the area of Samnium.47  He uses polygonal masonry as his primary 
criterion for the identification of these hill-forts, and describes the remains of these walls 
located at several of the sites in the middle Volturno valley.48  He identifies many sites as 
hill-forts, and notes only two possible sanctuaries, Mura delle Fate and Colle Saraceno, 
neither of which is mentioned by Carafa (fig. 14).  He also makes several observations on 
general trends in Samnite settlement patterns, including the observation that “…the Samnites 
almost invariably placed their hill-forts on the summit of hills, but their sanctuaries on lower 
slopes.”49  Despite its major contributions to the field, Oakley’s work is not without its flaws.  
                                                 
46Because both of these books were published at nearly the same time, perhaps neither Carafa nor Oakley was 
able to fully review the work of the other. 
 
47Oakley (1995, 1 n. 5) believes that while “hill-fort” and “fortified centre” are interchangeable terms, neither is 
completely appropriate. 
 
48Oakley (1995, 16) says, “the best way to be certain that one has identified a new Samnite fortified site is to 
have found its polygonal walling.”  Becker (17) notes that polygonal masonry is not necessarily a cultural 
choice, but that the choice of this type of masonry often depends on the stones available at the site.  Therefore, it 
may not be true that all polygonal walls in this area belong to Samnite fortifications. 
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In fact, it seems that although Oakley has recognized the famous and previously observed 
major Samnite sanctuaries, in the area of the middle Volturno valley the few sites that do not 
fit Oakley’s definition of a Samnite hill-fort are the only ones to receive the title of 
sanctuary.50  This does not seem to be based on positive identification, but rather on an 
inability to classify these sites as hill-forts.  Such a classification, in the absence of further 
research, seems to me to be unacceptable.  He does not further expand his observation about 
the location of hill-forts on the summits and sanctuaries on the lower slopes, leading me to 
question whether this pattern was actually observed, or if, instead, it seemed to fit his 
preconceived assumptions about the defining criteria of Samnite hill-forts, such that the 
settlements that are not located in ideal hill-fort positions become relegated to the category of 
sanctuary.51  
Oakley sees a reasonably consistent density of hill-forts in the upper and middle 
Volturno valley.52  He suggests that there may have been geographical and topographical 
relationships between these hill-forts, and that lines of sight may have been important for 
exchanging signals between settlements.53  Also, whereas other scholars have suggested that 
the hill-forts were strategically located to control routes of access, Oakley believes that this 
would have been impractical given the locations of these sites in relation to the roads.54  
Instead, he sees these fortified sites as focal points of areas of settlement, or as areas of 
                                                                                                                                                       
49Oakley 1995, 16. 
 
50I am thinking, for example, of Monte Saraceno and Mura delle Fate. 
 
51This makes his classification a circular argument. 
 
52Oakley 1995, 145. 
 
53Oakley 1995, 139-140.  Oakley is taking this notion from Conta Haller (1978, 97-101).  Oakley (1995, 140) 
does note, however, that the haze and weather conditions in this area make it difficult to see the other forts. 
 
54Oakley 1995, 140.  Salmon (1967, 23) and Conta Haller (1978, 97-101) believe that the sites were located to 
control the routes. 
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refuge to be used by local communities in times of crisis.55  Oakley also allows for the 
possibility that some members of the community could have occupied these forts for at least 
part of the year, if not the whole year.56  In general, he asserts that the locations that were 
chosen for Samnite hill-forts are not necessarily the most inaccessible or the most 
impregnable, but rather areas that are inhabitable, located near agricultural land, and located 
near other local settlements.57  A problem that he faces in trying to describe an overall 
settlement pattern, however, is that we still do not know the locations of undiscovered forts, 
nor has he included sites that lack clearly discernible polygonal masonry, as they do not fit 
his hill-fort definition criteria.58   
Oakley says very little about Samnite sanctuaries.  He notes that very little is known 
about the sanctuaries and about their relationships to the hill-forts, because very few 
sanctuaries have survived.59  Also, the pre-Roman sanctuaries that are known and recognized 
today have often been preserved because of the monumentalization of these sites in the time 
between 250 and 90 BC, when Samnium was affected by increasing contact with Rome.60  
                                                 
55Oakley 1995, 140, 145.  Although Oakley attempts to develop general claims about these sites, his arguments 
cannot hold true for all of the sites in this category. 
 
56Oakley 1995, 141-142, 145.  He is basing this argument on evidence from Lucanian Roccagloriosa (Oakley 
1995, 145). 
 
57Oakley 1995, 146.  Oakley notes that although he has developed an overall pattern, this pattern assumes that 
the sites with surviving evidence all were in use at approximately the same time (Oakley 1995, 147).  Also, he 
notes that his overall pattern of hill forts is difficult to apply to large tracts of territory (Oakley 1995, 147). 
 
58Oakley 1995, 147.  He does note, however, that the province of Caserta, to which the middle Volturno valley 
belongs, has been explored more than other areas, and that it is likely that a majority of the sites here have been 
found (1995, 3). 
 
59Oakley 1995, 146. 
 
60Oakley 1995, 146.  These sanctuaries include Campochiaro, Pietrabbondante, and Schiavi d’Abruzzo, which 
all acted as larger centers for worship (Oakley 1995, 146). 
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The smaller sanctuaries and the sanctuaries that did not receive such monumentalization may 
not yet have been identified. 
 Oakley focuses on hill-forts, and includes all of the sites from the middle Volturno 
valley that he knows to have securely identified polygonal masonry.  By combining his 
information with that of Carafa and other scholars, a more accurate picture of the 
archaeological record can be obtained.  This should lead to a better understanding of the 
settlement patterns of this area from Samnite times through the period of Roman control.   
The Sites 
I will now undertake a discussion of sixteen individual sites from the middle Volturno 
valley, placing them in their geographic and archaeological contexts.61  The sites are 
discussed in no particular order.  After assessing these sites, I will conclude this chapter by 
offering my own version of the settlement pattern of this area. 
I. San Potito/San Potito Sannitico 
 The first site is San Potito, also known as San Potito Sannitico.62  San Potito is 
located directly east of Alife, on the edge of the Montagna del Matese (fig. 10).  Several 
artifacts were found in multiple locations in this area.63   
                                                 
61I was not able to visit any of the sites that I will discuss, nor was I able to personally see any of the artifacts 
from the sites.  All of my information has come from previously published material.  Because of this, it has 
been very difficult to discuss aspects of chronology, as many of the artifacts lack securely datable contexts and 
are difficult to date stylistically.  I have thus had to rely on the dates given in the previous publications.  Also, in 
the course of my discussion I will not attempt to give dates for the polygonal masonry walls, other than saying 
that they are pre-Roman, as they can no longer be dated based on masonry styles.  For these reasons, Table 1 
does not contain any chronological references.  It is impossible at this point to develop a more precise 
chronology without undertaking further archaeological analysis of the sites themselves. 
 
62This area is cited by Carafa (1997, 184; 1998, 213) as one of the potential boundary sanctuaries surrounding 
Alife.  Caiazza (1990, 57) notes that the addition of the predicate ‘Sannitico’ happened after 1860.  Oakley does 
not mention this site. 
 
63Carafa 1997, 184; Caiazza 1990, 52-53, 56. 
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The first deposit comes from the locality Conca dell’Arena, and was recovered under 
circumstances that were not carefully recorded.64  This deposit contains fourteen different 
artifacts that seem to be of local production, including terracotta figurines, terracotta heads 
wearing a hat or polos, two small coarseware vessels, and loom weights.65  One of the vases 
is a testum, and the other is an askos.66  There are some small covered heads, including a 
large flat bearded head with large eyes, which is similar to items from a deposit found at 
Ponte delle Monache, at Cales.  According to Carafa, the most remarkable of these objects is 
a beautiful head wearing a polos, which he dates to the fifth or fourth century BC.67  He also 
mentions a figurine that dates to the fourth or third century BC, which depicts a bearded man 
holding a baby in his arms.68  The man moves toward the left and wears a long tunic that 
covers not only his head but also part of the baby.69  Carafa also describes what appears to be 
the oldest piece of the deposit, a figurine of a female who is wrapped in a garment and seated 
on a throne.  The rendering of the figurine is rough and seems similar to other examples 
found at the nearby site of Presenzano/Rufrae, with the major difference being that the face 
of the Conca dell’Arena figurine is molded rather than incised.70  Carafa suggests that this 
figurine may date to the archaic period, and notes, “questa figurina è al momento l’unica 
rappresentazione di figura in trono, che potremmo ben considerare una divinità, da un 
                                                 
64Carafa 1997, 184.  Carafa (1997, 184 n. 724) says that the finds are currently housed in the Antiquarium of 
Piedimonte d’Alife.  I have not seen the finds, nor did I come across any published photographs of the finds. 
 
65Caiazza 1990, 56; Carafa 1997, 184.  Conta Haller (1978, 64) suggests that this material dates from the fourth 
and third centuries BC, but Carafa seems to feel otherwise. 
 
66Carafa 1997, 184. 
 
67Carafa 1997, 184. 
 
68Carafa (1997, 184) believes that this figurine represents a divinity. 
 
69Carafa 1997, 184. 
 
70Carafa 1997 184.  For Presenzano/Rufrae, see section XV. 
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santuario italico.”71  He is assuming, then, that the deposit from Conca dell’Arena marks the 
location of an Italic sanctuary.72  He also notes that this figurine might indicate the presence 
of a chthonic cult, which is an appropriate type of cult for a boundary sanctuary.73    This 
certainly seems to be a votive deposit, perhaps marking a site that was used over a period of 
several centuries.  The presence of such a deposit suggests that this was a rural cult site used 
for sacred activities. 
The next deposit from the territory of San Potito comes from the locality Le Fate.  
This find is very different from the first, as it contains several parts of a small terracotta 
model of a sacred building, including fragments of three Ionic columns, part of a sloping 
roof, and a small pediment.74  The fragment of the pediment contains a female head carved in 
high relief.75  This is the only find reported from this deposit, and it may date to the fourth or 
third century BC.76  Although small temple models are not uncommon votive dedications, it 
is difficult to classify an isolated find such as this one.  This item must be considered a 
sporadic find. 
                                                
The final set of finds from this area comes from tombs that may have formed part of 
an archaic necropolis associated with the territory of San Potito Sannitico.77  These finds 
include four black glaze vessels and a red-figured goblet that depicts two different dancing 
 
71Carafa 1997, 184. 
 
72Carafa (1997, 186) believes that the variety of objects found here may indicate that this site was used for the 
worship of more than one divinity. 
 
73Carafa 1997, 186. 
 
74Carafa 1997, 184; Caiazza 1990, 56.  All of the parts are thought to belong to the same model. 
 
75Carafa 1997, 184; Caiazza 1990, 56. 
 
76Conta Haller 1978, 64. 
 
77Caiazza 1990, 52-53. 
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scenes.78  This necropolis may have been used over an extended period of time, as tombs 
from the Roman period were also noted in the area adjacent to the Samnite necropolis in the 
locality Le Torelle (fig. 15).79  These tombs and their associated artifacts are associated with 
a necropolis, and not a sanctuary. 
At San Potito there are three different areas with three different classifications.  At 
Conca dell’Arena, there is a votive deposit marking an area of cultic significance.80  It is 
located away from major settlements, perhaps suggesting that it was a rural sanctuary.  The 
artifact found at Le Fate may have cultic associations, but because of the nature of the 
findspot and the lack of other associated artifacts, this item has to be considered a sporadic 
find and cannot be taken to represent a cult place.  The Samnite and Roman tombs are 
probably necropoleis associated with settlements, and not part of a sanctuary. 
II. Masseria Simeoni/Masseria San Simeoni 
 The next site is Masseria Simeoni, located south and slightly east of Alife (fig. 10).81 
The only object that was found here is a terracotta head that may have been votive in nature, 
but no more is known about this find.82 
It is impossible to know that this is a votive head and not a head associated with some 
other type of sculpture.  Also, even if this could be proven to be a votive artifact, it is an 
                                                 
78Caiazza 1990, 53. 
 
79Caiazza 1990, 53; Conta Haller 1978, 65. 
 
80I agree with Conta Haller (1978, 107) about this. 
 
81Carafa 1998, figure 5 location 2; Carafa 1997, figure 87 location 3.  Carafa’s 1997 location is incorrect.  
Carafa calls the site Masseria Simeoni, but places it on the map at the location of Masseria San Simeoni.  Carafa 
(1997, 185; 1998, 213) notes this as a potential boundary sanctuary.  Oakley does not mention this site. 
 
82Carafa 1997, 185. Carafa is citing Caiazza (1990, 56), where Caiazza says that a terracotta female head was 
found on the farm La Feconda, estate S. Simeone. 
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isolated find with no further comparanda.  I do not believe that this location can be classified 
as a sanctuary until further investigation proves otherwise.  This artifact is a sporadic find. 
III. Monte Cila83 
 This site was suggested by Carafa as a potential sanctuary, perhaps similar in nature 
to the ones at Pietrabbondante and Sepino.84  Although this could be possible, the evidence 
seems to me to suggest that this was an inhabited settlement, and quite possibly the original 
site of the Samnite precursor to Roman Allifae.85  This settlement seems to have had 
intramural and extramural cult sites closely associated with it. 
 The site of Monte Cila is located north and slightly east of modern Alife, on a hill that 
is linked to the southern spine of the Montagna del Matese by a narrow neck of land (fig. 
10).86  This triangular-shaped hill lies on the western side of a road that leads from Boiano 
toward Alife, and Castello d’Alife lies on this eastern side of this same road.87  Several other 
important ancient paths also ran through this area, including mountain roads.88  The site of 
Monte Cila is ideally situated to command a view of the Piedimonte area and the Volturno 
valley, and is easily defensible on the steep eastern and western sides.89  The northern side is 
                                                 
83Note the discrepancy between Carafa (1998, figure 5 location 3) and Carafa (1997, figure 87) where the site is 
not labeled.  Although Maiuri discussed Monte Cila in the 1920s and 1930s, many of his views have since been 
superseded (Oakley 1995, 2). 
 
84Carafa 1997, 166.  Carafa marks this site as a sanctuary on his map (1998, figure 5 location 3), and in his text 
(1997, 166) he suggests that this area was a sanctuary complex consisting of an inhabited site, fortifications, and 
a sanctuary located either within the settlement or very close to the settlement. 
 
85See especially Caiazza (1990, 34) and Oakley (1995, 51). 
 
86Oakley 1995, foldout, 49; Carafa 1998, figure 5. 
 
87Oakley 1995, 49.  The altitude of the hill is 677m (Oakley 1995, 49; Conta Haller 1978, 59).  For Castello 
d’Alife, see section IV. 
 
88Caiazza 1990, 44-45. 
 
89Oakley 1995, 49. 
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accessible only over the narrow neck of land that connects the hill to the Montagna del 
Matese, and the hill is outfitted with a series of polygonal walls, especially on its south 
side.90 
 There are remains of three different polygonal walls on the southern side of Monte 
Cila facing the Volturno valley (fig. 16, fig. 17, fig. 18).91  The uppermost wall runs along 
the 450m contour line, just below the upper plateau of the hill, for a distance of about 
1.5km.92  The other two walls are located further down the slope and barely above the plain 
of Piedimonte, near an elevation of 260m.93  These lower walls have been constructed using 
polygonal masonry of Lugli’s first style, and are located about 20m apart from each other.  
They both extend for a distance of about 1.5km.94  The uppermost and lowermost walls are 
each preserved to a maximum height of about 3.5m, while the middle wall is preserved to a 
height of 7m (fig. 19, fig. 20, fig. 21).95  The purpose of these walls seems to be mainly 
defensive.  There is also a fourth wall, located on the northeastern flank of the hill.96  This 
wall faces Castello d’Alife, running along the summit of the hill for at least 50m, and is 
                                                 
90Oakley 1995, 49-50. 
 
91Oakley 1995, 49-50; Caiazza 1990, 44; Conta Haller 1978, 59-62.  Throughout this chapter, when there are 
discrepancies in the measurement of the polygonal walls, I have chosen to use Oakley’s measurements, as his 
are the most recent. 
 
92Oakley 1995, 49. 
 
93Oakley 1995, 49.  It is possible that the upper wall was built first, and that the lower set of fortifications was 
added later to enlarge the enclosed area to a size of about 100 hectares (Caiazza 1990, 44; Conta Haller 1978, 
61). 
 
94Oakley 1995, 11, 49-50; Caiazza 1990, 44. 
 
95Oakley 1995, 50; Conta Haller 1978, 75.  Salmon (1967, 135) says that the ring walls of Allifae are 30 feet 
high, but I am more inclined to trust Oakley’s measurements.  In any case, these two numbers are not drastically 
different. 
 
96Oakley 1995, 50. 
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preserved in places to a height of 2m (fig. 22).97  The presence of a wall on this side suggests 
that the entire hill may at one time have been completely encircled by a polygonal wall.98  
This would give this site a clearly distinguished acropolis, much like the sites of 
Roccavecchia di Pratella and La Rocca.99 
 Evidence of human occupation at this site includes walls, streets, passages, and 
ceramics, and dates from as early as the Iron Age.100  Prehistoric ceramics have been found 
on Monte Cila, and the only known Oscan inscription from the region of Alife was also 
found here (fig. 23).101  This inscription is cut onto the smoothed side of a fragment of a slab 
of black tufa that is 10cm thick, 45cm wide, and 20cm high.102  The letters are difficult to 
read, but seem to be written in retrograde: “più in basso di circa cm. 6,5 è l’iscrizione 
sinistrorsa - - - ) S T L U S.”103  The letters range in height from 6.3cm to 14cm, and the 
distance between the letters ranges from 2.3cm to 6.5cm.104  The strokes used to make the 
letters have left V-shaped channels in the tufa, suggesting that the letters were incised using a 
very sharp instrument, perhaps an axe.105  The discovery of this inscription at this site 
suggests an Oscan presence here in the pre-Roman period. 
                                                 
97Oakley 1995, 50-51. 
 
98Oakley 1995, 51. 
 
99Oakley 1995, 130.  See section XII and section VI for descriptions of these two sites. 
 
100 Caiazza 1990, 43-44; Carafa 1997, 165; Conta Haller 1978, 63. 
 
101Caiazza 1990, 45; Conta Haller 1978, 63, 88 n. 271.  This inscription is located in the Museum of Piedimonte 
d’Alife (Caiazza 1990, 45).  Caiazza assumes that this inscription is Oscan, without explaining his reasoning. 
 
102Caiazza 1990, 45. 
 
103Caiazza 1990, 45. 
 
104Caiazza 1990, 45. 
 
105Caiazza 1990, 45. 
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 About fifteen pre-Roman tombs were found at the foot of Monte Cila during the 
construction of the hydroelectric plant in this area.106  Salmon believes that these date to the 
Iron Age, and that the wealthiest of these tombs have furnishings similar to those found at the 
site of Aufidena.107  Also, the discovery on Monte Cila of well-preserved manufactured 
ceramics that date from the Late Bronze Age or the Archaic period has led some scholars to 
believe that there may have been tombs or perhaps votive deposits in this area at these 
times.108  The presence of tombs that seem to be used for extended periods of time is a strong 
indication that there was a settlement in this area.  It is reasonable to conclude that there was 
a necropolis located at the foot of Monte Cila. 
 Other artifacts, not directly associated with the necropolis, have also been found in 
this area.  One such example is a bronze statuette, found in 1927 at the foot of Monte Cila.109  
The statuette depicts a nude male figure in a standing pose, holding a circular object with his 
raised right arm, with his left hand resting just above his left hip (fig. 24, fig. 25).110  The top 
of the head of the figure measures 11.1cm in height, and the top of the circular object is 
12.5cm in height.111  The exact identification of this circular object is debated; it is a thin 
metallic sheet formed into a circle, and it may represent the broad belt worn by warriors.112  
Carafa believes that the nudity of the figure makes it likely that this statuette was some kind 
                                                 
106Caiazza 1990, 52; Conta Haller 1978, 65. 
 
107Salmon 1967, 126 n. 7.  I assume that Salmon is talking about this necropolis, but he does not give a more 
specific location other than “at Allifae.” 
 
108Caiazza 1990, 52. 
 
109Carafa 1997, 164; Salmon 1967, 131 n. 4; Conta Haller 1978, 63 n. 179; Caiazza 1990, 56.  This bronze was 
discovered during the course of farming activity, not during systematic excavation (Carafa 1997, 164). 
 
110Carafa 1997, 164. 
 
111Carafa 1997, 164, n. 626. 
 
112Carafa 1997, 164; Caiazza 1990, 56. 
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of votive offering.  He also argues that this may represent either an athlete or a warrior.113  
He compares this figurine to other figurines found in a votive deposit at nearby Presenzano 
that stand with their right hands raised, presumably lifting an object, and which are nude 
except for their helmets and large belts.114  Carafa then argues that this statuette could be an 
attestation of a sanctuary in the area of Monte Cila, and perhaps one that was in use as early 
as the archaic period.115  The use of bronze suggests that this statuette was a fitting gift for a 
sanctuary, but because it does not come from a stratigraphic context, it is difficult to 
hypothesize more about its use.116   
Carafa also notes the presence of several other finds from the foot of Monte Cila, 
including terracotta sculptures, architectural terracottas, vases, loom weights, and clay 
pipes.117  The objects included in this deposit, excluding the clay pipes, are very similar to 
the artifacts one would expect to find in a votive deposit.118  In light of this, it is reasonable 
to assume that this is a votive deposit associated with an area of cultic activity.  It should b
classified as an extramural cult site. 
e 
                                                 
113Carafa 1997, 164; Caiazza 1990, 56.  Carafa (1997, 164-165) argues that this statuette may depict a Samnite 
youth offering a piece of armor to a god. 
 
114Carafa 1997, 164.  He may be referring to figurines such as those in figure 50 and figure 52 of this work. 
 
115Carafa 1997, 165-166.  The first publication of the statuette suggested that it belonged to the late classical 
period, but Carafa (1997, 164) argues that it resembles other small Campanian bronzes that date to the archaic 
period, and that the formation of the eyes through the use of two applied ellipses seems to resemble votive 
statuettes from the Auruncan area that date to the archaic period.  Conta Haller (1978, 63 n. 179) says that it 
could date to the fifth century BC or a little later. 
 
116Conta Haller (1978, 63 n. 179) says that other unpublished items from this area are in the storerooms of the 
Naples Archaeological Museum, but it is unclear how these materials relate to the bronze statuette.  I was not 
able to see either the statuette or the other items. 
 
117Carafa 1997, 166.  He notes that these materials might indicate a settlement, but have also been interpreted as 
the dump of a pottery kiln (Carafa 1997, 166, 166 n. 643 citing Marocco). 
 
118Note the similarities between this deposit and the one found at Conca dell’Arena at San Potito, section I.  
Caiazza (1990, 56) also notes the presence of springs on the eastern border of this area, which may have made it 
an ideal location for an ancient cult site. 
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Caiazza, citing R. Marrocco, also notes the discovery of an archaic face that perhaps 
depicts Apollo, and a separate terracotta head, both probably coming from a deposit on 
Monte Cila.119  It is possible that there was a sanctuary located at this site, but the sanctuary 
would have been located either inside the settlement itself, or very close to the settlement.  It 
should probably be considered an intramural cult site.120 
 Several scholars have suggested that the site of Monte Cila is the site of the Samnite 
town of Alife that was the precursor to the Roman colony of Allifae.121  The original location 
of Samnite Alife is unknown, and the date of its founding is also unknown.122  At this point it 
is impossible to tell whether or not Monte Cila was actually the site sacked by the Romans, 
nor is it possible to tell whether or not this was the original site of Allifae before it was 
moved to the lower plain.  Nevertheless, it seems likely that this site was of strategic 
importance in pre-Roman times.  Both the large amount of polygonal masonry at this site and 
the evidence of pre-Roman habitation within the fortified area support this conclusion.  I am 
classifying this site as a large oppidum. 
IV. Castello d’Alife/Castello di Matese123 
                                                 
119Caiazza 1990, 56. 
 
120This is not inconsistent with Carafa’s (1997, 166) suggestion of a sanctuary complex associated with an 
inhabitated area, but it is unlikely that the site of Monte Cila has the potential to be a ‘boundary’ sanctuary, as 
he argues later (Carafa 1998, 213). 
 
121Oakley 1995, 51; Conta Haller 1978, 59-60, 60 n. 168; Caiazza 1990, 34.  Some scholars have also suggested 
that Castello d’Alife (see section IV) may have been the Samnite precursor to Allifae (Oakley 1995, 51; Conta 
Haller 1978, 59-60, 60 n. 168).  Carafa (1997, 121) seems to be the only scholar who disagrees with this.  He 
says, “il centro moderno di Alife sorge direttamente sul sito della Allifae di origine sannitica, conquistata dai 
Romani nel 310 a.C., da Annibale dopo la battaglia di Canne e divenne infine colonia triumvirale.”  
 
122The discussion of Alife and the Samnite precursor to Roman Allifae will be undertaken in section VII. 
 
123I was not able to read Caiazza’s comments on this site, as I only had access to his article while working at the 
Ecole Française de Rome Bibliothèque, and at that time I was researching only the nine sites cited by Carafa 
(1998, 213).  Carafa does not mention this site. 
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 This site was located directly opposite Monte Cila on an easily defensible neck of 
land located on the eastern side of the gorge through which the road to Boiano passes (fig. 
10, fig. 17).124  There are remains of two other ancient roads in this area, one leading toward 
San Potito Sannitico, and one leading toward Sant’Angelo d’Alife.125  This site is smaller 
than Monte Cila, and has remains of polygonal masonry only on its northern side, although 
this polygonal wall may originally have surrounded the entire summit (fig. 26).126  Because 
this polygonal walling is located underneath the medieval walls, it is difficult to obtain an 
idea of its original dimensions, but the remains seem to extend at least 150m in length.127  
The exact role of this site is still unknown, as is its exact relationship to Monte Cila and to 
the pre-Roman site located at the site of the modern town of Alife on the plain below.128  Of 
the two sites in the hills, Monte Cila and Castello d’Alife, it seems that Monte Cila was 
inhabited for a much longer period.  The evidence to support ancient habitation on Monte 
Cila includes a large amount of ancient pottery and extensive fortifications.129  These 
characteristics are absent from the site of Castello d’Alife, and Oakley’s argument that, 
“since Castello d’Alife is occupied today it would be strange to argue that it could not have 
been in antiquity,” does nothing to prove the existence of a pre-Roman inhabited site at this 
location.130  This does not mean, however, that evidence for earlier settlement does not exist 
                                                 
124Oakley 1995, 49-51.  This site is 476m above sea level (Oakley 1995, 51; Conta Haller 1978, 62). 
 
125Conta Haller 1978, 64, 90. 
 
126Oakley 1995, 49-51; Conta Haller 1978, 62-64.  This site now has the remains of a medieval castle on top of 
the polygonal walls (Oakley 1995, 49-51).  Unlike Monte Cila, Roccavecchia di Pratella, and La Rocca, 
Castello d’Alife does not have a separate set of walls around the acropolis area (Oakley 1995, 130). 
 
127Oakley 1995, 51; Conta Haller 1978, 62. 
 
128Oakley 1995, 51; Conta Haller 1978, 62-64. 
 
129Oakley 1995, 51. 
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underneath the medieval layers.131  Also, the lack of evidence of ancient inhabitation at this 
site should not necessarily be taken as proof that this site was only used for military 
purposes.132  Instead, it seems reasonable to assume that Samnite Alife was located either on 
Monte Cila or Castello d’Alife, or that it somehow involved both sites.133  Afterward, the 
Roman colony of Allifae was placed below the hills in the fertile river valley.134 
 Castello d’Alife thus provides us with an example of a fortified Samnite site that 
probably served as a small habitation center.  It is located near Monte Cila and has a strategic 
position overlooking the pass and a major road, suggesting that it could have been useful as a 
lookout.  Until further research proves otherwise, this site should be classified as a small 
oppidum. 
V. Sant’Angelo d’Alife 
 The next collection of finds comes from Sant’Angelo d’Alife, located northwest of 
Alife on the lowest slopes of the Montagna del Matese (fig. 10).135  This site is the location 
of both a Samnite necropolis with several tombs, and an adjacent series of Roman tombs.136   
                                                                                                                                                       
130Oakley 1995, 51, 142.  Oakley’s (1995, 142) mention of modern occupation at Castel d’Alife, rather than 
Castello d’Alife, seems to be a typographical error. 
 
131A similar situation occurs, for instance, at the Torre di Donoratico, where the medieval layers have 
successfully covered almost all traces of the earlier Etruscan occupation. 
 
132Further archaeological work could prove otherwise.  Caiazza (as cited by Oakley 1995, 142-143) says that 
Castello d’Alife may have served a purely military purpose.  Caiazza says the same thing about Presenzano, a 
similar site (Oakley 1995, 142-143). 
 
133It is impossible to make a more definitive statement until further evidence is produced (Oakley 1995, 51).  
Oakley (1995, 131, 133) points out that any of these sites could have been involved in the fighting described by 
Livy at 8.25.4, 9.38.1, 9.42.6, 22.17.7, 22.18.5.  Oakley (1995, 51) gives several suggestions concerning the role 
of this site, including the possibility that Monte Cila replaced Castello d’Alife as a place of refuge during the 
Samnite Wars, and the possibility that both sites were settled, perhaps at the same time. 
 
134Oakley 1995, 49, 148; Carafa 1997, 121; Salmon 1967, 52, 291; Tagliamonte and Miele 2002, 191; Pagano 
1990, 95.  See section VII for more information about Alife. 
 
135Carafa (1998, 213) cites this as a potential boundary sanctuary.  Oakley does not mention this site. 
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The first find from this area is a fragment of a terracotta foot that was found near 
Sant’Angelo d’Alife, in the locality of Grotte.  Although the fragment was located near the 
remains of a building dating to the Roman period, it does not seem to have been associated 
with any other artifacts or structures.137  It is difficult to make a judgment about the nature of 
this artifact, as it is an isolated find and may not have served any votive purpose.138  This 
artifact should be considered a sporadic find. 
The larger group of finds associated with Sant’Angelo d’Alife comes from the Museo 
Nazionale in Naples.  This museum has several artifacts said to come from necropoleis of an 
unknown provenance located in the territory of Sant’Angelo d’Alife.139  These artifacts 
include terracotta containers decorated with bosses, as well as biconical, spherical and 
discoid spindle whorls.140   There also are bow fibulae decorated with serpentine bows and 
acorns, which seem to date from the seventh century BC.141  The museum also has black 
glaze ceramics, bucchero ceramics, and a spearhead from this site.142  The many tombs from 
this area seem to date from the Samnite period; these tombs were made from tufa and tiles 
and contained armed corpses, ornaments, and earthenware ceramics.143  It seems, then, that 
this site was certainly a necropolis site. 
                                                                                                                                                       
136Caiazza 1990, 51, 53; Conta Haller 1978, 65. 
 
137Carafa 1997, 185; Caiazza 1990, 57-58. 
 
138Carafa (1997, 185) agrees with this conclusion, suggesting that this piece may have formed part of the 
decoration of a villa rustica or another building. 
 
139Caiazza 1990, 50-51.  These items are inventory numbers 131115 to 131149, and numbers 131389 to 131412 
(Caiazza 1990, 51).  I was not able to see any of these artifacts firsthand, nor could I view photographs of them. 
 
140Caiazza 1990, 51. 
 
141Caiazza 1990, 51. 
 
142Caiazza 1990, 51. 
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The final find from this site is an amphoriskos dating to the end of the seventh or the 
beginning of the sixth century BC, which was found near a cryptoporticus in this area.  The 
sources do not give a date for the cryptoporticus, nor do they indicate whether or not the 
cryptoporticus is associated in any way with the necropolis, and thus I will not attempt to 
classify this object. 
While the terracotta foot is a sporadic find, the objects found in the area of the 
necropolis should be considered tomb objects, and are not part of a sanctuary.  Pending a 
more detailed study of this area that could prove otherwise, Sant’Angelo d’Alife must be 
classified as a necropolis. 
VI. La Rocca (Dragoni)/Monte Castello144 
 The next site that Carafa suggests might be a boundary sanctuary is the site of 
Dragoni, located south and slightly west of Alife.145  The site sits on the opposite side of the 
Volturno valley from Alife, and is located just below the hills on the southern side of the 
valley (fig. 10).146  Today the modern village of Dragoni is still overshadowed by a conically 
shaped northern spur of the mountains on the southern side of the middle Volturno valley 
                                                                                                                                                       
143Caiazza 1990, 51, citing Martone.  Unfortunately, these tombs were systematically destroyed as soon as they 
were discovered (Caiazza 1990, 51, citing Martone).  Roman tombs were also found in the area near these 
Samnite tombs (Conta Haller 1978, 65).   
 
144Oakley (1995, 3) says that Caiazza showed the full significance of this site in his 1986 book and in two later 
articles in 1990 (Oakley 1995, 3, n. 40).  He also says that R. Carafa published on this site in 1977 (Oakley 
1995, 3 n. 25).  I was only able to see the 1990 Caiazza article when I was in Rome, and I did not investigate the 
section on La Rocca, because I was focusing only on the nine possible sanctuary sites listed by P. Carafa (1998, 
213).  In light of this, the section on La Rocca may be missing some vital information noted by Caiazza or R. 
Carafa in these unseen works.  Carafa (1998, 213) lists Dragoni as a potential sanctuary site.  The town of 
Combulteria lies five kilometers downstream from Dragoni, and scholars have conjectured that if the Samnite 
precursor to this town was the site at La Rocca, then the original Samnite name for La Rocca may have been 
Combulteria (Oakley 1995, 47-48, 148).  Oakley (1995, 48) notes that, as of now, there is no evidence to 
confirm this suggestion. 
 
145Carafa (1997, 186) says, “il rinvenimento di Dragoni dimostra che poteva trattarsi di veri e propri edifici e 
non soltanto di aree sub divo,” which leads me to believe that when he speaks about Dragoni, he is really talking 
about La Rocca. 
 
146Carafa 1998, figure 5; Carafa 1997, figure 87; Oakley 1995, foldout. 
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(fig. 27).147  This spur is known as La Rocca, or Monte Castello, and it was the site of a 
substantial fortified settlement in pre-Roman times.  This site has a strategic position on the 
hill overlooking the ancient route leading from Alife to Treglia, and contains the remains of 
two circuits of polygonal walls and various polygonal terraces, thought to belong to a large 
Samnite fortified center (fig. 16, fig. 28).148   
This site has a clearly distinguished and separately fortified acropolis at the top of 
Monte Castello, which is surrounded by walls made of polygonal masonry that run for over 
100m and rise in places to a height of 3.5m (fig. 29).149  The lower set of walls, which lies 
below the acropolis and surrounds a much larger area, survives to a height of 4m in places.  
Its remains are extant stretching from the area just below the acropolis to just below a 290m 
high hill on the southwest side of the acropolis.  This lower circuit may originally have 
connected to the acropolis walls on the summit, and probably served as an outer wall to 
enclose the part of the Samnite settlement that extended to the southwest of the acropolis on 
both the plateau and the 290m high hill.150  The evidence of a cistern and a large amount of 
ancient pottery and roof tiles located on the surface of the area inside the outer ring of 
defenses indicates that this site was a substantially large, inhabited settlement in ancient 
times.151  There is evidence of habitation on La Rocca from as early as the first orientalizing 
period.152   
                                                 
147Oakley 1995, 46. 
 
148Oakley 1995, 46-47. There are also remains of a medieval castle (Oakley 1995, 46). 
 
149Oakley 1995, 46, 129-130.  This is one of three sites in this valley with a separate acropolis.  The other two 
are Roccavecchia di Pratella and Monte Cila (Oakley 1995, 129-130).  The walls at La Rocca are built of blocks 
whose average size is distinctly smaller than most of the other sites in this area (Oakley 1995, 12). 
 
150Oakley 1995, 46-47.  This large part of the settlement is located on the opposite side of the summit from 
Dragoni.   
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The final set of remains from La Rocca is a set of five terraces built of polygonal 
masonry that lies on the eastern side of the 290m high hill, and which may originally have 
surrounded the entire hill (fig. 28).153  The purpose of these remains is difficult to ascertain, 
but they may have been part of a defensive system, as Oakley notes that this is the side of the 
hill that is most vulnerable to attack.154   
It is clear that La Rocca/Monte Castello was a substantial, heavily fortified site that 
was occupied in the pre-Roman period.  Its location is easily defensible, and strategically 
placed to be crossed by a number of routes going through this part of Samnium.155  This site 
should be classified as a large oppidum.   
 This site may have been a strategic crossroads, and it probably also had a sanctuary.  
The finds which seem to have led Carafa to suggest that this site was a sanctuary consist of 
four heads of coarse terracotta fabric that come from the comune of Dragoni.  The first of 
these heads probably belonged to a male statue; it seems to be locally made and its material 
is the coarsest of the four pieces.156  The second head is made of less coarse material than the 
first, and seems to be female.157  The remaining two heads may depict the head of 
                                                                                                                                                       
Oakley 1995, 46-47, 142.  Oakley assumes that the settlement was Samnite because of the polygonal 
 say anything about the nature of the pottery from inside the walls. 
Oakley 1995, 46.  He also says of these terraces, “…the profusion of fortification (which is unparalleled in 
Conta Haller 1978, 11-12.  Although she mentions Dragoni as a crossroads, Conta Haller does not give a 
Carafa 1997, 185.  Carafa does not provide images of any of these four heads.  I was not able to see any of 
151
masonry, but does not
 
152Carafa 1997, 165. 
 
153Oakley 1995, 46. 
 
415
Samnium) is notable.” 
 
515
description of the site (Oakley 1995, 3). 
 
615
these artifacts. 
 
157Carafa 1997, 185. 
 57
Medusa.158  They are mould made, suggesting that they may have served as antefixes.159  
Although the presence of gorgon antefixes may point to the existence of a temple, research 
has shown that antefixes alone do not always indicate temples, let alone sanctuaries.160  
Nevertheless, it seems likely that this area could have been used for cultic purposes.  It is 
difficult to know how to classify the finds from this site, especially given the generic nature 
of their location somewhere within the comune of Dragoni, but given the presence of the 
settlement of La Rocca, it seems that if these objects did belong to a sanctuary, the sanctuar
was probably associated with this settlement, and perhaps intramural or extramural, but 
y 
VII. Al
certainly not rural.  
ife/Allifae161 
Although scholars cannot pinpoint an exact location for Samnite Alife, much is 
known about what was going on in this region at this period.  The first evidence of ha
at the site of modern Alife dates from the fourth century BC, and this settlement later 
becomes the site of a Roman colony (fig. 10).
bitation 
 east 
over the Montagna del Matese, southeast past Telesia to Beneventum, west across the 
                                                
162  The area around modern Alife was the 
center of a large communications network, with roads running from this area north and
 
 
158Carafa 1997, 185. 
 
159Carafa 1997, 185. 
 
160Examples include Murlo and the Regia, where the antefixes that have been found probably pertain to elite 
houses, and not temples or sanctuaries. 
 
161This section includes information on Samnite Alife, because the original location of this site cannot be 
determined.  It also contains information on fourth-century Alife and Roman Allifae.  For previous suggestions 
about the location of Samnite Alife, see especially Conta Haller (1978, 59-60). 
 
162Oakley 1995, 49, 131; Miele 2001, 20-22; Tagliamonte and Miele 2002, 192; Pagano 1990, 95-96; Conta 
Haller 1978, 66.  It is unclear whether or not fourth-century Alife, located on the plain, was different from the 
Samnite Alife mentioned in the literary sources.  The narratives that describe the fourth century BC could be 
talking about the site located on the plain, but it is also possible that they could be discussing an earlier site 
located further up in the mountains (Oakley 1995, 51). 
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Volturno to Teanum Sidicinum, and northwest past Rufrae to Venafrum.   These routes 
would have facilitated communications between Samnite Alife and various other sites. 
163
Evidence for habitation in this area comes from tombs located in the area of modern 
Alife, some perhaps dating as early as the Iron Age.164  In fact, the southern foothills of the 
Montagna del Matese seem to have necropoleis and sporadic tombs, variously dating from 
the seventh to the fourth centuries BC, scattered in a band that extends for about 20km from 
Ailano to Gioia Sannitica (fig. 8).165  Salmon notes that, of the Samnite tombs from Alife, 
“one or two graves…show a very little ivory, amber, coral, horn, enamel, bright glass and 
scarabs, as well as the tiniest amount of silver and electrum.”166  Evidence from these tombs 
and others indicates that the inhabitants of this area had a trade network with other peoples, 
including the Etruscans and the Greeks, and perhaps with peoples beyond Italy.167  Evidence 
of Etruscan influence can perhaps be seen in the tombs of this area, as “chamber tombs 
decorated in the Etruscan manner with fresco paintings” have been found near modern 
Alife.168   
                                                 
163Salmon 1967, 22. 
 
164Salmon 1967, 126 n. 7. 
 
165Caiazza 1990, 49; Conta Haller 1978, 63-64.  There are also some tombs that have been noted further up in 
the mountains (Caiazza 1990, 49).  This shows the importance of this area as a habitation site (Conta Haller 
1978, 63-64). 
 
166Salmon 1967, 57.  Salmon does not cite his source for this information, nor does he give a date for these 
tombs.  He then goes on to say that Alife was uncharacteristic of the Samnite towns, in that it seems to have had 
some wealth.  His argument about the Samnites being ‘poor’ can no longer be considered valid. 
 
167Salmon 1967, 62, 76-77; Sambon 1903, 322.  It seems, however, that only the earliest graves contain material 
imported from outside the Italian peninsula (Salmon 1967, 62).  Again, Salmon does not give a specific time 
period for these “earliest” graves, but he does note that transmarine objects seem to disappear by the late fourth 
century BC (Salmon 1967, 76-77). 
 
168Salmon 1967, 64, 140.  Again, he gives no date for these tombs, other than to say that they are Samnite. 
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Caiazza discusses the necropoleis in more detail.  He notes in particular one large 
Samnite necropolis discovered in 1880 in the locality of Conca d’Oro in the comune of 
Alife.169  The tombs from this necropolis were varied: one class of tombs consisted of cist 
tombs lined with tufa slabs, some of which were painted with artwork that seems to date to 
the second half of the fourth century BC; another class consisted of pits cut into the ground 
and covered by stones; and another consisted of cist tombs made from roof tiles.170  Several 
artifacts were recovered from these tombs, including an olla “in bucchero rosso [sic]” with 
vertical ribbing and handles formed by three strips of clay that intersect at the top, fibulae a 
drago, scarabs, red figure ceramics, Gnathian ceramics, bronze broad belts, and coins from 
Phistelia (fig. 30, fig. 31).171  The artifacts show a range of dates for the tombs that spans 
from the seventh to the second centuries BC, and the archaic material is comparable to that 
found at the necropolis of Presenzano/Rufrae.172 
Another necropolis of similar tombs was also found in the nearby locality of Croce 
Santa Maria, in 1907.173  Here there were about ten to fifteen archaic tombs that consisted of 
earthen pits covered by limestone pebbles.174  There were also tombs either covered with 
roof tiles or alla cappucina, and in one case there was a rough tufa sarcophagus.175  At the 
                                                 
169Caiazza 1990, 51.  Further discoveries were made in this locality in 1926, 1949, and 1953 (Caiazza 1990, 51).  
Conta Haller (1978, 64) also mentions this necropolis.  I was unable to locate this locality on any map, and 
therefore I have not labeled it on my own map (fig. 7, fig. 58). 
 
170Caiazza 1990, 51. 
 
171Caiazza 1990, 51.  As there is no red bucchero, he must mean red impasto or coarseware. 
 
172Caiazza 1990, 51; Oakley 1995, 49; Conta Haller 1978, 64.  See section XV for Presenzano/Rufrae. 
 
173Caiazza 1990, 51.  I was unable to locate this locality on any map, and therefore I have not labeled it on my 
own map (fig. 7, fig. 58). 
 
174Caiazza 1990, 51.  The one exception was covered by a pile of stones (Caiazza 1990, 51). 
 
175Caiazza 1990, 51. 
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same site in 1965 were found fifteen additional tombs, some alla cappuccina, others covered 
with pebbles, ranging in date from the first half of the sixth century BC to around the end of
the fourth century BC, while other alla cappuccina tombs without furnishings from this site 
were dated from the second century BC onward
 
.176   
                                                
There are other objects from Samnite Alife that are not associated with tombs.177  
Although there are no secure remains of cult buildings in the city of Alife, Carafa suggests 
that an antefix, dating from the late archaic period and coming from the area around modern 
Alife, may be evidence of a cult building (fig. 32).178  Only the lower part of the antefix has 
survived, but it probably depicted a bearded gorgon, similar to the material from Satricum.179  
There is a figure of a ketos, a winged animal that is half horse and half fish, painted on the 
flat panel that forms the base of the piece.180  Another piece that may have been associated 
with cult is a bronze statue representing Hercules Bibax, found near modern Alife.181  This 
statue seems to combine the imagery of Hercules and Dionysus, and portrays Hercules 
wearing a lion skin, grasping a container and preparing to drink wine.182  It is reminiscent in 
style to the works of the school of Lysippus.183  Hercules was a popular deity among the 
 
176Caiazza 1990, 52.  Caiazza (1990, 52) notes that the necropolis extends noticeably to the west, and that the 
tombs were discovered during the excavation of an irrigation canal.  He also notes that tombs near the via 
Genovese were revealed by erosion (Caiazza 1990, 52). 
 
177Salmon (1967, 71) says that Samnite Alife “manufactured pottery of a very common sort.”  I assume he 
means impasto, but as he gives no dates, this information is largely useless. 
 
178Carafa 1997, 121.  The antefix is in the Ny Carlsberg Glyptotek in Copenhagen (Carafa 1997, 121). 
 
179Carafa 1997, 121. 
 
180Carafa 1997, 121.  Carafa (1997, 121) compares this to the same animal represented in the Tomb of the Bulls 
at Tarquinia. 
 
181Caiazza 1990, 55.  Caiazza does not give dimensions for this statue. 
 
182Caiazza 1990, 55-56. 
 
183Carafa 1997, 186. 
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Samnites, and perhaps this statue is an indication of the worship of the hero in this area.184  
These items may have come from a shrine or other area of cultic activity located either within 
or very close to the settlement. 
There is evidence that either Samnite Alife or fourth-century Alife minted its own 
silver coins in the fourth century BC.185  The coins show themes that are both Campanian and 
maritime, suggesting that Samnite Alife was both in contact with and engaging in commerce 
with Campanian coastal towns such as Cumae.186  The inscriptions on the coins also provide 
evidence of interaction between the Samnites and the coastal Greeks, as the characters are a 
mixture of Greek and Oscan forms.187  This indicates that the people of Alife had a desire to 
adopt themes from outside of Samnium, and a desire to increase their trade with outsiders.188  
Although it is impossible to tell whether the fourth century BC coins can be attributed to 
                                                 
184 Caiazza 1990, 54; Salmon 1967, 170-171. 
 
185Salmon 1967, 71, 72, 117, 173; Oakley 1995, 51; Vetter 1953, 135-136; Conta Haller 1978, 66; Sambon 
1903, 321-326; Head 1967, 30.  We cannot tell which of these sites, presuming that they were different sites, 
issued the coins.  Head (1967, 30) dates the coins on the basis of style to the first half of the fourth century BC, 
but allows that they could be later.  Salmon (1967, 72) also dates the coins to the first half of the fourth century 
BC, while Sambon (1903, 324) gives a date only for the first type, placing it between 360 and 330 BC.  There are 
only silver coins from Alife (Head 1967, 30).  Salmon (1967, 71-72) argues that Samnite towns minted coins 
“only when they did not officially belong to Samnium or form part of one of the Samnite tribal states,” and that 
the coins of Samnite Alife must therefore come from the period in the fourth century when Samnite Alife 
considered itself to be part of Campania.  This argument seems to lack strong support, and should be 
reevaluated. 
 
186Head 30; Salmon 76-77; Sambon 322; Conta Haller 64. 
 
187Head 1967, 30; Salmon 1967, 72; Sambon 1903, 324-326. 
 
188Salmon (1967, 72) believes that the silver coins were designed specifically for trade with Campania.  Further 
evidence of trade with Campania and the wider Mediterranean world can be seen in the presence of transmarine 
objects, dating from the fifth century BC, found in the region of Alife (Salmon 1967, 76-77).  Salmon (1967, 
76-77) notes that these objects seem to disappear by the late fourth century, and he equates this absence of 
transmarine objects with the shift of Samnite Alife from its association with Campania to its rejoining of 
Samnium.  As argued earlier, such a shift in alliances may not necessarily be archaeologically detectable. 
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Samnite Alife or fourth-century Alife, it seems that they were manufactured by a town under 
Oscan control that was interacting with its Campanian neighbors.189 
There seems to have been pre-Roman centuriation of the territory near Monte Cila, 
with a module of 180 by 330m, equal to 6 by 11 vorsus (fig. 33).190  It is impossible to tell 
whether this was related to the Samnite sites of Monte Cila and Castello d’Alife, or the site of 
fourth-century Alife located on the plain.  The territory around modern Alife may have been 
included in the agrarian divisions carried out in Samnium for the veterans of Scipio in 201 
BC, and it is also possible that it was involved in the divisions carried out as part of the 
Gracchan land reforms at the end of the second century BC.191   
The next major stage in the history of Alife is the foundation of the Roman colony of 
Allifae on the site of modern Alife.  This foundation occurred in the first century BC, 
although the exact date of the foundation is disputed.192  The land for this colony was given 
to the colonists, and the territory surrounding the city shows a pattern of centuriation dating 
to the first century BC that corresponds spatially to the urban plan of Allifae (fig. 34, fig. 
35).193  This centuriation was carried out on the basis of the canonical model of a centuria 
                                                 
189Oakley 1995, 51.  Although Salmon (1967, 72) argues, “these are coins of Campania rather than of 
Samnium” because of the Greek in their inscriptions, the mixing of languages is not enough to indicate that the 
coins were minted by Greeks rather than Oscans. 
 
190Tagliamonte and Miele 2002, 192; Miele 2001, 22. 
 
191Miele 2001, 20; Salmon 1967, 323.  There are Gracchan boundary markers dating from 132 to 130 BC in 
areas of Samnium (Salmon 1967, 323). 
 
192Miele 2001, 20-22; Oakley 1995, 49; Conta Haller 1978, 65; Tagliamonte and Miele 2002, 192; Pagano 
1990, 95-96.  Scholars cannot determine whether the foundation was Sullan or triumviral, but most authors, 
especially the more recent ones, suggest that this foundation occurred in the triumviral period.  Some suggest a 
later foundation, but this seems less likely (Miele 2001, 21).  There is also a debate as to whether the 
centuriation of the area took place at the same time as the foundation of the colony.  For a discussion of this 
issue, see Tagliamonte and Miele (2002, 194-199) and Pagano (1990, 95-100).  This foundation is recorded 
both in the Liber Coloniarum and in the work of Frontinus (Miele 2001, 20; Oakley 1995, 49; Tagliamonte and 
Miele 2002, 191). 
 
193Miele 2001, 20; Tagliamonte and Miele 2002, 191; Conta Haller 1978, 65-66; Pagano 1990, 95. 
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being a square 20 actus per side.194  The Roman walls underneath the modern city are built 
of opus incertum, and make a rectangular enclosure 540 by 405m.195  Although much of th
Roman city is still unexplored and modern structures prevent extensive excavation, it is clear 
that the city had an orthogonal plan with a cardo maximus and a decumanus maximus (fig. 
36, fig. 37).
e 
e 
Roman
s 
e 
fourth century BC, but as very little is known about this settlement in this period, I have 
                                                
196  The insulae created by the orthogonal intersections of the roads are rectangles 
of 90m by 60m, or 300 by 180 Roman feet (sic).197  After its foundation as a colony, Allifae 
continued to be a Roman city, and by the first century AD the city seems to have been 
municipally organized and to have been considered part of the Roman region of 
Campania.198  In the Roman period there was some continuity of use of the traditional 
necropoleis that had already been used in pre-Roman times, located east and north of th
 walls.199   
Alife in all of its various iterations seems to have been an important settlement in thi
area that had sanctuaries, areas of habitation, and tombs associated with it.  The site on th
plain where the modern town of Alife is located may have been inhabited as early as the 
 
194Tagliamonte and Miele 2002, 191-192; Pagano 1990, 95; Miele 2001, 22.  Twenty actus is equal to 706m 
(Tagliamonte and Miele 2002, 192). 
 
195Oakley 1995, 49; Tagliamonte and Miele 2002, 191, 194 n. 25. 
 
196Tagliamonte and Miele 2002, 196; Pagano 1990, 95; Miele 2002, 22.  Pagano (1990, 95) says that there are 
two main cardos.  Tagliamonte and Miele (2002, 196) say that the cardo is 410m long (longer than the wall 
circuit), and the decumanus is 520m long.  Miele (2001, 22), on the other hand, says that the cardo is 405m long 
and the decumanus is 540m long, matching the measurements of the wall circuit.  The city was affected by a 
destructive bombing attack carried out by the Allied forces in October 1943, destroying parts of the Roman 
remains. 
 
197Miele 2001, 22.  These are the numbers given by Miele, but this ratios are not equal.  I am unsure which ratio 
contains the error. 
 
198Salmon 1967, 396-397.  Caiazza (1990, 28) says that Allifae was a municipium in Roman times 
 
199Tagliamonte and Miele 2002, 195; Miele 2001, 39. 
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therefore classified its status as uncertain.  It later becomes a somewhat substantial Roman 
site. 
VIII. Santa Maria in Cingla 
 The first site that forms part of Carafa’s supposed ring of boundary sanctuaries that 
clusters around Monte Cavuto is located at the site of the church and the Benedictine 
monastery of Santa Maria in Cingla.  This site is located east of Monte Cavuto/Roccavecchia 
di Pratella near Ailano, on the lower slopes of the Montagna del Matese between the 
Volturno river valley and the mountains (fig. 10).200  At this site in the ruins of the monastery 
are the remains of both a temple and a Roman necropolis.201  The temple remains consist of 
broken fluted Corinthian columns, remains of capitals, and fragments of a magnificent 
architrave.202  Although the temple appears to be Roman, the existence of a sulfurous spring 
nearby has led some scholars to suggest that this may originally have been a native religious 
site.203 
 It is clear that in this case there is religious continuity from the Roman period into the 
medieval period.  Whether or not the Roman cult was also a continuation of an earlier 
religious site can only be suggested, and we cannot posit the existence of a Samnite sanctuary 
in this area simply on the basis of later Roman evidence.  Although this site certainly seems 
to have been some sort of Roman shrine, in the absence of further information the existence 
of this shrine cannot be dated to a time earlier than the Roman period, and thus it does not 
belong in a study of shrines that served the pre-Roman peoples of this area.   
                                                 
200Caiazza 1990, 54.  The only maps that show this site are Carafa (1997, figure 87) and Carafa (1998, figure 5).  
Oakley does not mention this site. 
 
201Caiazza 1990, 54, citing Demetrio Salazaro. 
 
202Caiazza 1990, 54; Carafa 1997, 185. 
 
203Caiazza 54. 
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IX. Zappini204 
 The next supposed sanctuary suggested by Carafa is situated in the locality of 
Zappini.  This site sits on the northern bank of the Volturno River, near the site of Mura delle 
Fate, away from the hills (fig. 10).205  Excavations that took place at this site in 1926 
revealed two bronze statuettes of the god Hercules, indicating that this may have been the site 
of a cult dedicated to this god.206  The statuettes, previously housed in the Museo di 
Piedimonte, have since been stolen, leaving descriptions as the only evidence of their 
 
 his 
 
                                                
appearance.207 
 The first bronze statuette was 11.5cm high, and probably stood on a base, although
one was not found with the statuette.208  This statuette was covered with a beautiful green 
patina and depicted Hercules swinging a club held in his raised right hand, while protecting 
himself with his left arm.209  Most of his body weight was supported on his right leg, and
left leg was placed far in front of his right.210  His musculature was well developed and 
showed both tension in the muscles and an opposition in the movement of the body.211  He
 
204Carafa (1997, figure 87; 1998, figure 5) puts his label for Zappini directly over Oakley’s (1995, foldout) star 
for Mura delle Fate, but does not say that they are the same site.  Oakley does not mention this site.  Caiazza 
discusses both of these sites, but gives them each their own heading. 
 
205 The only sources that I could find for the location of this site are Carafa’s two maps, which are not always 
accurate in labeling the other sites.  According to Caiazza (1990, 54), Zappini is located in Ailano.  Carafa’s 
location is located within the territory of Ailano, but at the sites of Mura delle Fate, which does not seem to be 
the same site.  I was unable to clear up this identification issue.   
 
206Carafa 1997, 185; Caiazza 1990, 54. 
 
207Carafa 1997, 185; Caiazza 1990, 54-55. 
 
208Caiazza (1990, 55) is citing Villani.  There were elements left on the feet for joining the statuette to a base 
(Caiazza 1990, 55).  Caiazza (1990, 55) notes that Marocco said that this bronze was 11cm tall. 
 
209Caiazza 1990, 54-55; Carafa 1997, 185. 
 
210Carafa 1997, 185; Caiazza 1990, 54-55. 
 
211Caiazza 1990, 54. 
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wore a lion skin, with the head of the lion over his head as a helmet, the front paws of the 
lion joined over his breast, and the rest of the hide around the nape of his neck and parts 
his back.
of 
  His left arm was held away from his body, and was wrapped up in the lion 
in.213
 
ules 
 the hero had a garment draped over his shoulders and wrapped 
around
e 
 
these the two bronzes of Hercules probably indicates the presence of a shrine or sanctuary in 
                                                
212
sk    
 The second bronze statuette was 10cm high, was missing its right arm, and may not
have been attached to a base.214  This statuette was of a rougher manufacture and was less 
muscular than the first.215  It was also covered with a green patina, and depicted Herc
armed with a weapon, perhaps a sword, thrusting that weapon from a lower position 
upward.216  In this statuette
 his left forearm.217 
It is impossible to develop a precise picture, let alone an accurate date, for these 
statuettes, based solely on these descriptions.  The one aspect that does seem clear is that th
statuettes did depict Hercules, as the iconography seems to match that of this god.  Carafa 
suggests that these two statuettes might have a terminus post quem of the beginning of the 
fourth century BC, when the iconography of Hercules wearing the lion’s mouth around his 
head as a helmet seems to have become popular among the Italic peoples.218  The presence of
 
212Caiazza 1990, 54-55. 
 
213Caiazza 1990, 54-55. 
 
214Caiazza (1990, 55) is citing Villani.  Caiazza (1990, 55) notes that Marocco said that this statuette was 30cm 
high, but adds “sic,” indicating that he favors Villani’s description. 
 
215Caiazza 1990, 55. 
 
216Caiazza 1990, 55. 
 
217Caiazza 1990, 55.  It is unclear whether this is a lion skin or a cloak of some kind, as Villani does not 
mention the lion skin, but Marocco does (Caiazza 1990, 55).  
 
218Carafa 1997, 186. 
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this area.219  The Hercules statuettes may have come from a votive deposit, and are likely to 
have been bronze votive dedications.220  Hercules was a deity that was especially favored by 
the Samnites, but he was also a god that could be both adopted and adapted by several 
different groups.221  Hercules was known for protecting both wanderers and travelers, and 
was honored in areas of interaction between various groups, as shown by the location of his 
imagery at the site of the archaic temple at Sant’Omobono in Rome.  This does not exclude 
the worship of other deities in this area, as the Samnites practiced polylatry, the worship of 
several gods in the same place.222  It is likely, then, that worship of Hercules, and perhaps of 
other divinities, took place in this area.223  The site of Zappini should be classified as an area 
of cultic activity, and was most likely a rural cult site.224   
X. Pratella 
 The next site in the western group of Carafa’s possible sanctuaries is Pratella, located 
east of Monte Cavuto/Roccavecchia di Pratella, on the west side of the valley of the Lete 
River, between the Montagna del Matese and the outcropping on which Monte 
Cavuto/Roccavecchia di Pratella sits (fig. 10).225  A votive deposit was found in 1912 in the 
                                                 
219These two statuettes are of the same material and are the same general size as the Monte Cila bronze, which 
may have been votive in nature.   
 
220 Edlund 1987, 80.  Marocco says they were probably from deposits (Caiazza 1990, 55).  
 
221Caiazza 1990, 54; Letta 1992, 118. 
 
222Salmon 1967, 147. 
 
223Carafa 1997, 185. 
 
224If, however, the site of Mura delle Fate (see section XIII) was a small oppidum, then Zappini would probably 
be classified as an extramural cult site. 
 
225Oakley 1995, foldout; Carafa 1997, figure 87; Carafa 1998, figure 5.  Oakley (1995, 40, 48) does not mention 
any polygonal masonry at this site. 
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locality of Grotte in this area near the Mulino Castallo.226  This deposit contained a foot, the 
stump of an arm, and a poorly fired reddish coarseware vessel that is poorly preserved.227 
 This certainly seems like a deliberately placed votive deposit.  Nevertheless, it is still 
a single votive deposit with only three artifacts, none of which are securely datable.  It is 
difficult to say whether or not this site can be classified as a full sanctuary, but it should 
certainly be classified as a rural cult site.  Its location away from oppida helps to confirm this 
classification.  More work in this area could help to determine whether or not this is a 
completely isolated find. 
XI. Mastrati 
 The site of Mastrati is located directly west of Monte Cavuto/Roccavecchia di 
Pratella, on the western edge of the mountain on which Monte Cavuto/Roccavecchia di 
Pratella sits, at the junction of the foot of this mountain with the valley of the Volturno (fig. 
10).228  Mastrati is the site of visible remains of a Republican Roman villa, perhaps dating to 
the second century BC.229  It has been passed down through local oral tradition in this area 
that a pre-Roman votive deposit was also found at this site.230  Despite this oral tradition, 
neither the contents of this deposit nor the actual find spot has been preserved.  Although 
Caiazza suggests that the presence of such a deposit would not be unusual in an area such as 
this, given the prominence of the many springs, the absence of a firm find-spot and, more 
                                                 
226Caiazza 1990, 54-55. 
 
227Caiazza 1990, 54; Carafa 1997, 185.  Neither Caiazza nor Carafa specifies the material of the foot or the 
stump of an arm. 
 
228Oakley 1995, foldout; Carafa 1998, figure 5; Carafa 1997, figure 87.  Carafa (1998, 213) mentions this site as 
a potential boundary sanctuary.  Oakley (1995, 28, 32) does not mention any polygonal masonry at this site. 
 
229Conta Haller 1978, 40. 
 
230Conta Haller 1978, 40-41; Carafa 1997, 185; Caiazza 1990, 53-54. 
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importantly, the lack of details concerning the actual votive deposit, make it impossible to 
claim that Mastrati was any kind of sanctuary site.231 
XII. Monte Cavuto/Roccavecchia di Pratella/Monte Perrone232 
 The site of Monte Cavuto, also known as Roccavecchia di Pratella, is located 
northwest of Alife on a southern outcropping of Monte Capella, on the western side of the 
Montagna del Matese (fig. 10).  Monte Capella is isolated from the main massif of the 
Matese by the valleys of the Sava and Lete Rivers, and Monte Cavuto is located on the 
southern face of Monte Capella, between the peak and the Volturno valley.233  Carafa calls 
this site an oppidum, and he sees this site as the center of a smaller system of boundary 
sanctuaries that includes the sites of Mastrati, Pratella, Zappini, and Santa Maria in Cingla.234 
 It is clear that this was a massive and well-fortified site, and that it had a role as a 
major Samnite center.235  It is located in a strategic defensive position, and gives views 
toward Venafro, Presenzano, Vairano, and Alife.236  Several polygonal fortifications are still 
                                                 
231Caiazza 1990, 53-54.  Conta Haller (1978, 40) also notes the large number of springs in this area. 
 
232Carafa consistently seems to refer to this site as “Monte Cavulo” (1997; 1998).  As neither Oakley nor Conta 
Haller lists the site of “Monte Cavulo,” but Oakley lists a site called “Monte Cavuto” in the same location, I 
have chosen to follow Oakley in the naming.  Carafa’s information on Monte Cavulo will therefore be 
considered to pertain to the site of Monte Cavuto.  Oakley (1995, 3) notes the important contributions of 
Caiazza to our understanding of this site in his 1986 book and his two articles in 1990.  Although I was able to 
see the first of the 1990 publications, I was not aware at the time that Monte Cavuto and Roccavecchia di 
Pratella were the same site, and thus I did not read the section where Caiazza discusses this site.  Therefore, I 
may be missing important observations made by Caiazza in his works.  Caiazza (cited by Oakley (1995, 134)) 
suggested that the site of Callifae, listed by Livy at 8.25.4 may have been the site of Roccavecchia di Pratella, 
but this is impossible to prove at this point. 
 
233Oakley 1995, foldout, 48; Carafa 1997, figure 87; Carafa 1998, figure 5.  This site is 660m above sea level 
(Oakley 1995, 38).  The Lete joins into the Volturno at the foot of Roccavecchia di Pratella (Oakley 1995, 48). 
 
234Carafa 1997, 186-187; Carafa 1998, 213. 
 
235Oakley 1995, 32, 38, 145.  Oakley (1995, 38) calls it “…the most important Samnite site in the region 
immediately south of Venafro.”  Conta Haller (1978, 41 n. 106) said that there was no Samnite site on this hill; 
Oakley (1995, 38, n. 204) notes this, and argues that she was certainly wrong. 
 
236Oakley 1995, 40. 
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standing on this hill in five different areas: the summit, Colle Saracino, the lower slopes of 
the hill facing Pratella, the area of La Croce, and the southwestern side of the site (fig. 16, 
fig. 38).237   
The walls of the summit consisted of two defensive circuits with a common face on 
the northwestern side, giving Roccavecchia di Pratella a clearly distinct acropolis area like 
those of Monte Cila and La Rocca (fig. 39).238  The ancient walls of the inner circuit, which 
survive on the northern and northeastern sides of the summit, are built of masonry 
corresponding to Lugli’s fourth type of polygonal masonry.  This inner circuit was shaped 
like an irregular polygon measuring about 150 by 100m (fig. 38).239  The outer circuit of 
acropolis walling, constructed using Lugli’s first type of polygonal masonry, survives on the 
northern side of the summit running for about 400m, and probably did not exist on the steep 
southern side.240  Inside the walls of the acropolis are the remains of several structures that 
may be ancient, including a cistern with an 8.5m diameter.241  There is also an area with 
rocks cut into the shape of a large semicircle, which may have formed part of a rock-cut 
theater (fig. 40).242  Whether or not these structures are ancient, the large amount of pottery, 
including black-glazed ware, indicates that the site was certainly occupied in antiquity.243 
                                                 
237Oakley 1995, 40.  Oakley only mentions the existence of walls on the lower slopes of the hill facing Pratella, 
but he does not discuss this walling at length. 
 
238Oakley 1995, 40-41; 130.  He notes that medieval walls have been placed on top of the polygonal walls of 
Monte Cavuto in many places. 
 
239Oakley 1995, 12, 40. 
 
240Oakley 1995, 11, 40-41. 
 
241Oakley 1995, 41. 
 
242Oakley 1995, 41, citing Caiazza.  Oakley argues that the weathered condition of the rocks makes it 
impossible to tell whether or not this was a theater. 
 
243Oakley 1995, 41.  It is impossible to tell whether the site was occupied permanently or seasonally. 
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The next set of polygonal walls is located on Colle Saracino, a hill 400m west of the 
summit.244  The polygonal walls here encircle the outcropping 50m below the peak of the hill 
on the western and northern sides, and are preserved for about 400m in length (fig. 41).245  
This hill was probably settled in ancient times, as a large quantity of ancient pottery was 
found at this site.246 
 The walls in the area of La Croce are not as well preserved as the walls at the other 
areas of this site, but they can be found 400m east of the summit at an altitude of 500m above 
sea level, running east for about 600m.247  These walls then turn at an approximate right 
angle to head south for a stretch of about 250m, ending at an altitude of circa 350m above sea 
level before curling around toward the west.248  Oakley suggests that the walls may also have 
extended along the southern face of the hill, and that on the northern side of the hill they may 
have joined the walls of Colle Saracino.249 
The last major section of walling at Roccavecchia di Pratella is the masonry on the 
southwest side of the hill.  These walls are located low on the slopes, at approximately the 
same altitude as the low end of the wall at La Croce.250  These walls are separated from the 
                                                 
244Colle Saracino is 625 to 633m above sea level (Oakley 1995, 40).  This site is not to be confused with Colle 
Saraceno (see section XIV). 
 
245Oakley 1995, 39-40. 
 
246Oakley 1995, 40.  Oakley does not give specific dates for the pottery. 
 
247Oakley 1995, 40.  
 
248Oakley 1995, 40. 
 
249Oakley 1995, 40.  The lack of evidence makes this impossible to prove at this time. 
 
250Oakley 1995, 40. 
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walls of La Croce by a distance of over one kilometer, and may have joined the La Croce 
walls at one time.251 
 It is clear that Roccavecchia di Pratella was an extremely large and perhaps somewhat 
urbanized Samnite site.252  The size of the site, the extensive fortifications, and the presence 
of pottery sherds and tiles on the surface, some of which are datable to the fourth or third 
centuries BC, suggests that there was habitation at this site in the pre-Roman period.253    This 
site should be classified as a large oppidum.   
XIII. Mura delle Fate254 
 The site of the Mura delle Fate lies two kilometers southeast of Roccavecchia di 
Pratella on a hill that sits near the eastern bank of the Lete River before this river joins with 
the Volturno (fig. 10).255  This site contains walls of Lugli’s second style, preserved in a 9m 
by 9m square, with a maximum height in the northwest corner of 1.3m (fig. 42).256  There is 
a 1.4m wide gap in the wall on the eastern side of the square, and the interior area is 
                                                 
251Oakley 1995, 40. 
 
252The suggestion that Roccavecchia di Pratella was somewhat urbanized stems from the assumption that an 
urban center should include public buildings and public space, exemplified by the cistern and the theater at this 
site.  This contrasts with the conditions of several of the other oppida, for which few, if any, remains of public 
structures are known. 
 
253Oakley 1995, 129, 136, 142, 148.  Oakley (1995, 142) notes that the presence of modern occupation at the 
site makes ancient occupation of the site more likely.  Oakley (1995, 148) also says that there is evidence for 
“quasi-urban developments” in the third and second centuries BC at Roccavecchia di Pratella, and that this 
shows that the Samnites of this period were receiving influences from other peoples in the Italian peninsula. 
 
254Caiazza apparently discusses this site in his 1990 book section on pages 58-60, with a plan and a photograph 
(Oakley 1995, 49 n. 245).  Because I was unaware that this was a site in which I might be interested, I neglected 
to look at page 59 of his manuscript when I was in the library in Rome.  Therefore, I am probably missing some 
of his observations on this site.  Carafa does not mention the site of Mura delle Fate.  Although Carafa marks 
Zappini at this site on his maps, it seems that these were two separate sites. 
 
255Oakley 1995, foldout, 49.  The altitude of this hill is 330m (Oakley 1995, 49; Caiazza 1990, 58). 
 
256Oakley 1995, 49; Caiazza 1990, 58.  Caiazza (1990, figure 5) notes in the caption of his fifth figure that these 
remains probably correspond to a temple. 
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completely filled with limestone chips and may contain a circular depression or cavity.257  
There are also remains of an associated structure that may have been rectangular in shape.  
These remains include another polygonal wall that is 18m long and contains a right angle, 
and a second wall that runs more or less parallel to this first one.258  These remains are 
difficult to interpret. 
 Oakley believes that this site could not be a fortified center or guard-post, because of 
the low altitude of the hill.259  After excluding these two possibilities, he notes that the site 
“is most likely to have been a sanctuary.”260  He seems to regard the sanctuary category as 
the only remaining interpretation for a site with polygonal masonry, but polygonal masonry 
alone is not a strong enough criterion on which to base a claim of a sanctuary.  This site does 
seem to be singular among the sites in this area, however, as it is a site with a polygonal wall 
that is located in the alluvial river valley, rather than on the slopes of the limestone hills.261  
Most of the sites with these walls seem to have been located in areas where limestone was 
readily available, but the builders of Mura delle Fate would have had to cart the limestone to 
this area before building the walls.262  The rectilinear nature of these polygonal walls is also 
unique, as most polygonal masonry tends to conform to the natural topography, using steep 
                                                 
257Caiazza 1990, 58.  Caiazza (1990, 58) suggests that this area has not been excavated. 
 
258Oakley 1995, 49; Caiazza 1990, 58.  On page 60, Caiazza (1990) discusses a structure which may have been 
a dwelling, but as I do not have page 59, I am not sure which section of the site contains this structure. 
 
259Oakley 1995, 49. 
 
260Oakley 1995, 49. 
 
261I am grateful to Jeffrey Becker for discussing this site with me and for sharing his knowledge of Italian 
polygonal masonry.  He pointed out to me some of the distinctive and unique characteristics of this site noted in 
this paragraph. 
 
262Jeffrey Becker, personal conversation. 
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terrain to help support and amplify the fortifications.263  The unique nature of this site makes 
it impossible to classify without further information.  If this site is located near Zappini, 
however, as Carafa suggests in his maps, then the two bronze statuettes of Hercules may 
have come from this area.  This votive evidence, combined with the unique masonry, could 
be enough to classify this site as a sanctuary.  At this time, this problem cannot be resolved. 
XIV. Colle Saraceno264 
 The site of Colle Saraceno lies 6.5km southeast of Mura delle Fate, on a hill that 
forms part of the southern section of the Montagna del Matese overlooking the Volturno 
valley (fig. 10).265  This site contains a polygonal wall.266 
 Oakley chooses not to label this site as a fortified center, because of its location on 
the hill.  He notes, “again, interpretation of the site is not easy, but this is not a position in 
which a fortified centre is likely to have been constructed, and it seems best to regard the 
remains as having been part of a sanctuary.”267  It is really quite surprising that he would 
identify this site as a sanctuary simply because it does not fit his criteria for hill-forts.  More 
information needs to be obtained before such a claim can be made.  Because there is such a 
scarcity of information about this site, I cannot classify it. 
XV. Presenzano/Rufrae 
                                                 
263Jeffrey Becker, personal conversation. 
 
264Oakley (1995, 49 n. 246) says that Caiazza (1990) discusses this site on pages 39-40.  As I did not know that 
this site was one that I would be investigating, I did not look at these pages when I was in Rome.  Carafa does 
not mention this site. 
 
265Oakley 1995, foldout, 49. 
 
266Oakley notes the existence of the wall, but says nothing more about it. 
 
267Oakley 1995, 49. 
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 Although Presenzano lies slightly outside of the original group of sites named by 
Carafa, it is important to take note of this site in this study.268  This site sits on a conical spur 
of a hill, south of Monte San Leonardo and southwest of Roccavecchia di Pratella (fig. 
10).269  It lies between the higher elevations of the mountains, and the lower plain of the 
valley.  This site is strategically located to overlook the junction of routes leading between 
Campania and the Gargliano valley, and between Venafro and upper Samnium.270  It also h
a viewshed that includes Roccavecchia di Pratella, Alife, Monte Auro, Roccamonfina, and 
the Gargliano valley.
as 
no 
mbs below the surface.275   
                                                
271  The ruins on this site include a small circuit of polygonal walls, 
more than 300m in circumference, which is supplemented by additional walls (fig. 16, fig. 
43, fig. 44, fig. 45, fig. 46).272  The first supplementary wall extends for 150m on the 
northwestern side of the hill, while the second group of additional walls extends from the 
southeastern side of the main wall down the slopes of the hill and away from the upper 
circuit.273  In addition to the walls, some evidence of habitation has been found on the 
surface of this site.274  Also, there is evidence of to
 
268Carafa (1997; 1998) does not mention this site. 
 
269Oakley 1995, foldout, 32.  Oakley (1995, 32) and Conta Haller (1978, 35) note that the altitude of the conical 
spur is 370m. 
 
270Oakley 1995, 32; Conta Haller 1978, 35. 
 
271Oakley 1995, 32. 
 
272Oakley 1995, 32-33; Conta Haller 1978, 35-36.  A medieval castle is located on top of these remains. 
 
273Oakley 1995, 33. 
 
274Oakley 1995, 33; Conta Haller 1978, 97; Sirano 2005, passim.  Oakley (1995, 33, 142) again points out that 
the presence of modern habitation at this site suggests that ancient habitation is at least likely.  Conta Haller 
(1978, 36) notes that both Presenzano and Castello d’Alife must have been strategically important, since there is 
evidence of fortifications in both the pre-Roman and medieval periods. 
 
275Caiazza (1990, 51) says that the archaic material found at Conca d’Oro in the comune of Alife is similar to 
that from the necropolis of Presenzano. 
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Oakley makes reference to a cemetery from the seventh or sixth century BC located at 
this site, which may or may not have been connected with the fortified site.276  Both Conta 
Haller and Sirano note that tombs were found in the locality of Masseria Robbia, with 
material dating from the end of the seventh to the first half of the sixth century BC (fig. 
47).277  Twenty tombs were excavated in this area, containing bucchero jugs and amphorae, 
subgeometric ceramics, ollae, impasto vases and cups, and amphoriskoi.278  There were also 
several metal objects, including decorative bronze fibulae, iron daggers, a spear point, and 
the head of a mace.279  These tomb finds show that this site was an important habitation 
center in pre-Roman times.280 
Another necropolis site is located in the area of Masseria Monaci, not more than 
about one hundred meters away from the necropolis of Masseria Robbia (fig. 47).281  The 
seventy-nine tombs discovered in this area date from the end of the sixth century BC to the 
end of the fourth century BC.282  Most of these tombs were cut directly into the tufa bedrock, 
and consist of inhumation burials, with the head facing north and with receptacles located on 
the eastern side of the tomb for the deposition of tomb objects (fig. 48, fig. 49).283  Although 
                                                 
276Oakley 1995, 136. 
 
277Conta Haller 1978, 37; Sirano 2005, 304-305.  The tombs seem to be somewhat concentrated, and are not far 
from the area with the votive deposits (Conta Haller 1978, 107-108). 
 
278Conta Haller 1978, 37. 
 
279Conta Haller 1978, 37; Sirano 2005, 305.  The weapons show that this area had contacts with peoples living 
further in the Apennines, and people from the Adriatic areas (Sirano 2005, 305). 
 
280Conta Haller 1978, 37.  There is also evidence of Roman occupation and Roman tombs from the area of 
Presenzano/Rufrae, but these tombs seem to be located in the area of the amphitheater that was in use from the 
first century BC to the fourth century AD (Sirano 2005, 304, 311). 
 
281Sirano 2005, 305. 
 
282Sirano 2005, 305, 313.  Despite these dates, excavators are still unsure as to which settlement should be 
associated with this necropolis (Sirano 2005, 305). 
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both the type of tomb at this site and the location of these tombs seem to remain consistent, 
the finds at this site show a transformation during the first half of the fifth century BC.284  
Although the traditional impasto jars continue, other typical vessels disappear at this time and 
are replaced by Attic ceramics or ceramics made in imitation of Attic types.285  Among the 
objects found are kraters, oinochoai, jugs, paterae, kylikes, small cups, gold and silver 
jewelry and fibulae, Italiote ceramics, and Samnite weaponry, including broad belts.286  This 
indicates that the objects at this site are taking on a more Greek character, and suggests that 
there was probably increased trade and contact with the Greek world during the first half of 
the fifth century BC.  This site ceases to be used as a necropolis at the end of the fourth 
century BC.287 
 Carafa mentions several votive deposits coming from Presenzano.288  Conta Haller 
and Sirano also mention several votives found in the locality of Cappelluccia near Masseria 
Perelle, located at the foot of the hill on which Presenzano sits (fig. 47).289  In May of 1974 
the remains of a sanctuary were discovered at Masseria Perelle, and the material excavated 
ranges in date from the late sixth century BC to the fourth or third century BC.290  The figural 
                                                                                                                                                       
283Sirano 2005, 313.  For a discussion of the six types of tombs and inhumation rites, see Sirano (2005, 313-
314). 
 
284Sirano 2005, 307, 314. 
 
285Sirano 2005, 307. 
 
286Sirano 2005, 307-308. 
 
287Sirano 2005, 310. 
 
288Carafa 1997, 164-166, 184-185.  He has included a completely separate section of his dissertation (3.3.4) 
devoted to these deposits, but I was not able to examine this section when I was in Rome.  I am thus missing his 
comments and conclusions about this part of the site. 
 
289Conta Haller 1978, 36; Sirano 2005, 304. 
 
290Conta Haller 1978, 36; Sirano 2005, 304-305, 310; Johannowsky 1990, 13. 
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votives range in type from warriors and female figures that are reminiscent of middle 
Adriatic forms and which probably date to the end of the sixth century BC, to other votives 
that resemble Etruscan and Campanian types and which probably date to the beginning of the 
fifth century BC (fig. 50, fig. 51, fig. 52, fig. 53, fig. 54, fig. 55).291  There is also a layer of 
burning that covers the entire area, which may be part of the destruction that took place 
during the Second Punic War.292  It is quite likely that this deposit belongs to an extramural 
cult area associated with the settlement at Presenzano, but located outside of the polygonal 
walls. 
Another possible cult area may be located at the site of Masseria Monaci, where a 
ditch was found that contained miniature votive vessels and a circular altar table made of tufa 
(fig. 47, fig. 56, fig. 57).293  These materials seem to date to the sixth and fifth centuries 
BC.294  Architectural fragments of tufa with insets of uncertain interpretation were also 
found.295  At this point, it is difficult to classify these items, but they seem to be associated 
with an extramural cult area. 
Oakley interprets the site of Presenzano as a place of refuge and a focal point for the 
smaller Samnite settlements that may have been scattered lower on the plain, and suggests 
that there may have been a settlement here at some time.296  This contrasts with Caiazza’s 
                                                 
291Conta Haller 1978, 36; Sirano 2005, 305; Johannowsky 1990, 16; Johannowsky 1992, 271-272. 
 
292Conta Haller 1978, 36-37; Sirano 2005, 310. 
 
293Sirano 2005, 305, 314-315. 
 
294Sirano 2005, 314. 
 
295Sirano 2005, 314. 
 
296Oakley 1995, 33, 142.  Conta Haller (1978, 38) echoes this sentiment. 
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view that Presenzano performed a solely military role.297  The tombs seem to me to support 
the view that this was a settlement, and not a purely military outpost.  Plus, the Samnites do 
not seem to have had an infrastructure that would have been able to support a military 
stationed at various outposts in Samnium.  The evidence of cult activity and tombs also 
suggests that this site was used for habitation. 
 Presenzano/Rufrae is a small oppidum that was probably involved in the Samnite 
Wars, but little else is known about it.  More investigation is needed at this site to determine 
its function more specifically.298 
XVI. Raviscanina 
 The site of Raviscanina is located northwest of Colle Saraceno on the same 
outcropping of the Montagna del Matese (fig. 10).299  Raviscanina contains remains of a 
medieval settlement, but further up the slope to the north of this settlement are the remains of 
a polygonal wall which may have belonged to a fortification, an inhabited area, or an 
enclosure for a temple.300  Potsherds from black-glaze ceramics of the second century BC 
were found scattered on the surface of the area around the wall, and there is also a pit with 
geological outcroppings and areas of visible standing water.301  The balustrade of the pit may 
contain an inscription.302  Also, surface finds dating from the third to the first century BC 
found on the plain surrounded by the polygonal wall include pottery sherds, fragments of 
                                                 
297Oakley 1995, 142, citing Caiazza.  Caiazza, as cited by Oakley (1995, 142), says the same thing about 
Castello d’Alife, which seems to be a site fairly similar to the one at Presenzano. 
 
298Conta Haller (1978, 34) and Sirano (2005, 304) also call for more work to be done at this site. 
 
299Oakley 1995, foldout, 49.  Carafa does not mention this site. 
 
300Caiazza 1990, 57. 
 
301Caiazza 1990, 57. 
 
302Caiazza 1990, 57.  He does not say what language or languages this inscription contains. 
 80
painted plaster and opus signinum, black-glaze ceramics, sigillata italica, and coarseware; 
these finds suggest that a building stood on this site in this period.303 
 The presence of visible water suggests that this could have been the site of a cult in 
ancient times.304  Other evidence that suggests the same conclusion can be seen in the 
presence of the sacred remains of a rumored convent of San Sebastiano in the zone at the 
back of the medieval castle, and the dedication of the grotto below the hill to San Michele in 
the Longobard period.305  It is possible that these examples of cult could be continuations of 
earlier cults.306 
 Although this site seems to lie near other supposed cult sites, and seems to have 
characteristics that would make it favorable for those practicing native Italic cults, it is 
impossible to declare this site a sanctuary until further excavation or collection has taken 
place at this site.307  The presence of the polygonal walls may indicate that this site was a 
small oppidum.  This site, pending the discovery of further evidence, will be considered a 
small oppidum. 
A New Settlement Pattern for the Middle Volturno Valley: 
 After investigating the archaeological evidence of the middle Volturno valley, it is 
clear that neither Carafa nor Oakley has suggested the correct settlement pattern (fig. 13, fig. 
                                                 
303Caiazza 1990, 57.  No monumental remains other than the polygonal wall can be seen on the surface (Caiazza 
1990, 57).  Similar materials, including a coin, were found in the area of the medieval village of Raviscanina 
(Caiazza 1990, 57). 
 
304Caiazza 1990, 57. 
 
305Caiazza 1990, 57. 
 
306Caiazza 1990, 57. 
 
307Caiazza (1990, 57) also calls for more work at this site. 
 81
14).308  It is also quite clear that the concept of boundary sanctuaries cannot be applied to this 
area.  Although the boundary sanctuary has been popularized in recent literature, we should 
be careful about trying to apply this model to an area where it does not work.  There are no 
major cities in the middle Volturno valley.  The pattern of habitation in this area seems, 
instead, to be one of settlements with polygonal masonry that are located on the slopes 
between the peaks of the mountains and the fertile river valley below.  Oakley argues that the 
Samnite fortified settlements were strategically located between the agricultural land and the 
upland pastures, and that they may have served a role in vertical transhumance.309  It 
certainly seems that the settlements are located so as to be able to take advantage of the 
fertile plains, but also to be defensible should an attack occur.  It is difficult to say whether or 
not the sites with polygonal fortifications were the main habitation centers in this area, but it 
is true that they were used for habitation of some kind.310 
 After assessing the archaeological evidence for Carafa’s nine suggested sanctuary 
sites, I have concluded that some are indeed places of cultic significance, some are 
necropoleis, some are large fortified oppida, some are small fortified oppida, some are either 
sporadic finds or are sites that cannot be classified on the basis of current evidence, and 
others have no artifacts datable to the pre-Roman period.   
In light of this information, I have decided to label only seven localities within six of 
the sixteen sites as areas of cultic significance, and only two of them, Pratella and San Potito 
                                                 
308In fact, the pattern seems to be more like that described by Curti Dench and Patterson (1996, 179), that before 
the Romans “the Samnite landscape was largely characterized by a combination of hillforts, rural sanctuaries, 
villages, and scattered settlements.” 
 
309Oakley 1995, 146. 
 
310Conta Haller (1978, 37-39) believes that the settlements located on the hills were used as refuge centers, and 
that the true Samnite settlements and areas of habitation were scattered on the plains below the fortified sites.  
She then sees the necropoleis and sanctuaries found throughout the landscape as elements associated with the 
Samnite settlements on the plains. 
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Sannitico in the locality Conca dell’Arena, seem to have definitively been rural cult sites 
(table 1).  The third potential rural cult site, Zappini, is located near the mysterious site of 
Mura delle Fate, which may or may not have been some kind of habitation site.  Most of the 
other artifacts that suggest cultic activity have been found in such close proximity to fortified 
settlements that these artifacts must be considered to belong to intramural or extramural 
sanctuaries.  This group includes the artifacts from Monte Cila, La Rocca, and Presenzano.   
My final classification of these sixteen sites can be found on my map and in my table 
(fig. 7, 58, table 1).  San Potito locality Conca dell’Arena, Monte Cila at the foot of the hill, 
Dragoni outside of La Rocca, Zappini, Pratella, and Presenzano locality Masseria Perelle and 
locality Masseria Monaci are each labeled as cult sites.  Monte Cila, La Rocca, and Monte 
Cavuto are classified as large oppida, while Castello d’Alife, Presenzano, and Raviscanina, 
are small oppida.  The locality Le Torelle at San Potito, the locality Conca d’Oro, the locality 
Croce Santa Maria, the tombs at Sant’Angelo d’Alife, and the tombs of Masseria Monaci and 
Masseria Robbia near Presenzano are necropoleis.  The artifacts discovered at San Potito 
locality Le Fate, Masseria Simeoni, and the locality of Grotte at Sant’Angelo d’Alife are 
sporadic finds.  Mura delle Fate, Colle Saraceno, and the fourth century BC remains at 
modern Alife cannot be classified at this time, as there is not yet enough information to 
provide an accurate classification of these sites.  Mastrati, Santa Maria in Cingla, and the 
Roman colony of Alife are not included in my final map of the pre-Roman settlement pattern, 
as these sites seem to have had significance only after Roman intervention in this area. 
It is clear that much more work remains to be done in this region, and I hope that this 
new classification will spark a discourse that will encourage work and investigation not only 
in the middle Volturno valley, but also in the rest of Samnium. 
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CHAPTER 4 
CONCLUSIONS 
The new pattern of settlement for the middle Volturno valley described in Chapter 
Three is different from that of previous scholars (fig. 7, fig. 58, table 1).  In creating my 
classifications, I have tried to select categories that accurately match the archaeological 
evidence, and I have used both the maps of previous scholars and modern digital maps in 
order to plot the locations of the sites.  In this chapter I will analyze the results of my 
classification in order to discuss the settlement pattern of the middle Volturno valley in more 
depth. 
The presence of large oppida shows that although the Samnites may not have been 
fully urbanized, they certainly were capable of fortifying large areas of land, presumably to 
be used as habitation sites.  All of the large oppida have both a polygonal fortification wall 
and a separately fortified acropolis, while none of the small oppida has a separately fortified 
acropolis.  Monte Cila and La Rocca, two of the three sites in my category of large oppida, 
have extramural cult areas associated with them.1  Many of the oppida have tombs nearby, 
and most of the necropolis sites are associated with areas of habitation in the form of either 
large or small oppida; the one exception is that of San Potito, locality Le Torelle.2   
Two of the small oppida, Castello d’Alife and Presenzano, share many similarities.  
Neither of the two has a clearly distinguished acropolis, nor are there significant traces of 
                                                 
1It should be noted that Monte Cavuto does not, but the smaller oppidum of Presenzano does.  The cult site of 
Pratella may perhaps have been associated somehow with Monte Cavuto. 
 
2It is possible that a fortified oppidum which has not yet been discovered lies on the hill to the east of this site. 
ancient settlement, other than walls, at these sites.  Also, they both hold strategic locations 
overlooking important routes.  Livy reports that both Allifae and Rufrae were taken by the 
Romans in 326 BC, and because Rufrae has been convincingly equated with Presenzano, it 
indicates that Presenzano, like Castello d’Alife, was probably involved in the fighting that 
took place during the Samnite Wars.3  Also, by the first century AD, both the vicus of Rufrae 
and the colonia of Allifae were part of the network of coloniae, municipia, and urbanized vici 
established by the Romans in Samnium.4  This makes Presenzano one of at least three 
important sites in this area that underwent such a change in Roman times.  Oakley notes, 
“…Allifae had replaced Monte Cila and Castello d’Alife (both Piedimonte d’Alife), 
Combulteria had replaced Dragoni…[and] Rufrae [had replaced] the fort at Presenzano.”5  If 
this is indeed the case, as seems plausible, it is interesting to ask why the Romans chose to 
place strongholds at these sites, if indeed it was the Romans who made the choice, and why 
they decided to move the settlements that were associated with Samnite fortified settlements 
from the hills to a location further down in the valleys.6  It is perhaps just a coincidence, but 
an interesting one, that these three oppida that seem to have been chosen by the Romans for 
areas of later settlement are also the oppida that have evidence of extramural cult sites. 
The cult sites that I have labeled fall into two categories: extramural cult sites that are 
located in areas closely associated with fortified oppida, and rural cult sites that are located 
away from fortified oppida.  The latter group is often located either on the lower slopes of the 
                                                 
3Livy 8.25.4.  This passage is also mentioned by Oakley (1995, 32, 32 n. 180, 33, 33 n. 182, 131, 133) and 
Conta Haller (1978, 38, 89). 
 
4Oakley 1995, 148. 
 
5Oakley 1995, 148. 
 
6The answer to this question requires more archaeological investigation. 
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hills, or in the river valley area.7  None of these sites has extensive polygonal masonry, and 
the classification of these sites as sanctuaries is based largely on the artifacts found at these 
sites.  This seems to be contrary to Oakley’s suggestion.8  Although Oakley argues that 
polygonal masonry “was regularly used to provide terracing for roads, villas, and 
sanctuaries,” it seems that most of the instances of polygonal masonry discussed in this paper 
belong to fortifications.9  Most of the polygonal walls found in Italy are fortifications, and 
there are very few, if any, examples of isolated fortified sanctuaries.10   
 Although I have been able to draw some conclusions, it is clear that this picture of the 
settlement pattern is not complete.  I realize that I have dealt with only a small sample of 
sites, and that because of this I am unable to identify large-scale settlement patterns.  My 
sample does not include any evidence of non-fortified, scattered areas of habitation, located 
in the river valley area and at the foot of the mountains.  More importantly, it does not 
include an analysis of the sites in the area of Monte Castellone on the southern side of the 
middle Volturno valley.  These sites fell outside of the area of my case study, and although 
Oakley mentions sites with polygonal masonry in this area, a corresponding discussion of 
votive material was absent from Carafa’s work.  In light of this, it seemed best to abstain 
from commenting on these sites until more information could be obtained.   
Despite the small size of my sample, I have had to make several changes to the 
previous analyses and interpretations of these sites.  Because of this, I believe that a study of 
this kind is particularly necessary and relevant.  I hope that further research will continue to 
                                                 
7For example, both Pratella and Zappini seem to be located closer to the rivers than to the mountains. 
 
8The two sites that Oakley posits as sanctuaries, Mura delle Fate and Colle Saraceno, cannot be accurately 
classified at this time. 
 
9Oakley 1995, 16. 
 
10Personal conversation with Jeffrey Becker. 
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investigate the settlements of this area and other neighboring areas at a detailed level, in 
order to create a more accurate classification of these settlements.  The archaeological record 
of this region is certainly more complicated than it may initially have seemed, and it is 
important to carry out more detailed research before jumping to general conclusions.  
I hope in the future to be able to use Geographic Information Systems technology to 
map this area more accurately and to better understand the landscape.11  Techniques such as 
visibility analysis, viewshed analysis, and cost path analysis should provide more 
information about the relationships between the sites and about the location of the sites 
within the topographic landscape.  This will allow for the testing of the hypotheses of Conta 
Haller and Oakley concerning site-site visibility. 
While it is impossible at this point to fully understand the history of the region of 
Campania and the movements and interactions that took place among the various groups that 
lived in this region from the eighth to the first centuries BC, the archaeological evidence 
present in the middle Volturno valley does provide important information.  The existence of 
the cultural movements and influxes of peoples of Campania, discussed in Chapter One, is 
supported by the presence of the extramural and rural sanctuaries that I have documented in 
the middle Volturno valley.  As discussed in Chapter Two, these sanctuaries would have 
served as areas for cross-cultural contact between various ethnic groups, and would have 
facilitated the political, economic, and social activities of the peoples of the middle Volturno 
valley.12 
                                                 
11By looking at more recent digital maps of the area I have already been able to pinpoint locations more 
accurately than has been done previously. 
 
12Other similar sanctuaries probably served a similar purpose throughout the rest of Samnium.   
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In this sense, the concept of boundary sanctuaries is not completely incongruous with 
this area.  The extramural and rural cult sites of the middle Volturno valley could have served 
purposes similar to those served by the boundary sanctuaries of Etruria and Magna Graecia, 
facilitating movements of peoples and serving as intermediary zones for cultural and material 
exchange.  The cult areas of the middle Volturno valley cannot be defined as ‘boundary’ 
sanctuaries in the same way that those of Etruria and Magna Graecia are, however, because 
there were no major urban areas or cities in the middle Volturno valley to establish territories 
of influence over which direct control was exerted.13  In the areas of the Greek colonies and 
throughout many parts of Etruria there is evidence of urbanized cities.  In contrast, in the 
middle Volturno valley there are large and small fortified oppida, but we are still relatively 
uncertain about the general patterns of occupation in this area and about the roles of these 
fortified sites.  In light of this, it is difficult to determine where the territories associated with 
these settlements would have extended, if indeed such territories existed.14   
The archaeological evidence of the middle Volturno valley clearly shows that this 
area was not an urbanized region.  Instead, it was a region characterized by a complicated 
network of large and small fortified settlements interacting with rural and extramural 
sanctuaries.  The presence of so many fortified sites shows that there may have been some 
symbolic significance to the fortifications.  It is unlikely that the walls were built purely for 
defensive purposes, as they are located on several of the outcroppings in this area, including 
locations directly opposite one another, such as those of Monte Cila and Castello d’Alife.15  
                                                 
13Also, whereas most of the sanctuaries of Etruria and Magna Graecia have some sort of monumental 
architecture associated with them, the ones in the middle Volturno valley do not. 
 
14It is clear that much more work needs to be done in this area. 
 
15As mentioned in Chapter Three, it is unlikely that the Samnites had a standing army stationed throughout the 
region in these forts. 
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The walls would have been inscribed on the landscape as a symbol of the presence and power 
of the native Italians.  While there is a scarcity of evidence of major habitation structures 
located within the walls, there is evidence of settlements located lower on the plains below 
the fortified sites, creating hinterlands that may have extended over fairly large territories.16  
The sanctuaries of this area show very little, if any, evidence of monumentality.  Often the 
only finds are votive deposits consisting of a fairly small number of artifacts.  This seems to 
mirror the lack of monumentality within the fortified oppida.  Also, the roads of this region 
do not seem to have functioned like those in the world of the city-states.  The paths taken are 
not designed to directly reflect the locations of the oppida, but rather they cut across the 
landscape, reflecting patterns of transhumance and paths of least resistance.  This creates a 
landscape that is affected by elements that are not all structured in the same way.  Instead of 
an organized network of cities that are connected by straight roads, with urban territories 
marked by equally spaced sanctuaries, the settlement pattern in the middle Volturno valley is 
one of fortified oppida located on the slopes of mountainous limestone outcroppings, often 
paired with extramural sanctuaries and occasionally intersected by winding roads and paths, 
with rural sanctuaries located within the landscape but not necessarily associated with either 
the roads or the oppida.  Because of these various characteristics, the concept of an urban 
area with a clearly demarcated territory has no place within the middle Volturno valley 
settlement pattern.  This does not mean that this settlement pattern is any less complex or less 
developed than an urbanized or city-state pattern, but it does mean that the conventional 
ways of approaching traditional city-state settlements and societies are not valid for this 
region.  We cannot expect this network of settlements to behave in the same way as that of 
                                                 
16Part of the scarcity of evidence from within the oppida results from the lack of excavation and investigation 
inside the walls of these sites. 
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the urbanized regions in Italy, nor can we expect the cult areas in this area to function like the 
sanctuaries of the urbanized regions.   
With the absence of urban areas, the cult areas could have served several of the 
functions that are typically associated with urban centers, including providing venues for 
markets, fairs, political assemblies, and other important events.  This would not have taken 
away from the religious aspects of the sanctuaries, but would have been another facet of the 
character of these cult areas.  Although the archaeological record only provides us with small 
votive deposits from many of these sites, this does not exclude the possibility that they could 
have served as important meeting places or as the location of interactions and events.17  After 
all, it would have taken both time and effort to perform the deposition of the artifacts, and it 
is unlikely that such activity occurred in areas that were not considered both important and 
sacred.  In fact, it seems that it was through actions such as the burial of votives that the 
native Italians recognized these cult areas, and therefore the presence of monumental 
architecture does not seem to have been necessary to establish the sacred character of these 
sites.  Also, the lack of architecture conforming to particular traditions helps to show that the 
native Italians were not attempting to impose cultural dominance or to exclude participants 
from these cult areas.  Both the mixture of artifacts from different regions, and the 
continuation of the use of these cult areas as places for the deposition of artifacts over long 
periods of time, show that the sites served a role as interfaces and areas of continuity and 
interaction, rather than as areas tied to specific peoples, cultures, and sites.  These cult sites 
would have welcomed outsiders and would have allowed them to participate in the religious, 
                                                 
17It is also possible that further remains are buried under the surface, awaiting discovery. 
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political, social, and economic activities of the region.18  The middle Volturno valley cult 
areas reflect a concern with the hinterland and the cultural landscape, but do not necessarily 
reflect territorial interest.  These cult areas would have served as sites of exchange and 
interaction, but would not necessarily have reflected the territorial extent of particular 
oppida.  They were used for creating cultural rather than territorial interfaces.   
In light of these observations, it is worthwhile to discuss the concept and definition of 
‘boundaries.’  The boundaries delineated by the sanctuaries of Etruria and Magna Graecia are 
territorial and serve to separate a city’s territory from the surrounding countryside and from 
other neighboring territories.  While these boundaries seem somewhat rigid, it is clear that 
they were permeable, and that the sanctuaries located along the borders would have helped to 
facilitate interactions between the cities and the surrounding countryside.  Another, slightly 
different example of a cult site located on a fluid boundary is the archaic temple with 
imagery of Hercules, located in the area of Sant’Omobono near the port of Rome.  This 
temple was erected to face the river, and had imagery of a god who would have been 
recognizable to merchants and traders from various parts of the Mediterranean world.  It is 
clear that in constructing this temple, the Romans were thinking more of welcoming 
outsiders than of marking off a territorial area.  I believe that the cult areas of the middle 
Volturno valley served a purpose similar to this, and that the boundaries of this area would 
have been fluid.  The suggested settlement patterns of fortified sites located on the slopes of 
mountains, with somewhat sprawling associated settlements located lower on the plain, 
would fit nicely with this notion.  Scholars typically assume that people from several 
                                                 
18It is unclear how many different groups of people might have been welcome at these cult sites.  It is likely that 
these sites would have been open not only to people passing through the region, such as travelers and traders, 
but also to people with whom long-term relationships could be established, such as elites from other oppida.  
Further research is needed in order to better understand the interactions that took place at these sites. 
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different lowland settlements could have used the fortified sites as places of refuge in times 
of crisis.  Is it not also logical that these same diverse populations could have frequented the 
cult areas associated with the fortified settlements?  If, on the other hand, these fortified 
settlements were more than just places of refuge, and served as more permanent habitation 
sites, it is still possible that there would have been other settlements located lower in the 
valley.  People from these settlements could have interacted with the inhabitants of the 
fortified settlements, and in so doing, would have been able to worship at cult areas located 
outside of the walls and to participate in the various events that may have taken place at these 
sites.19   
The presence of figurines that could depict chthonic deities and the existence of 
figurines of Hercules show that the deities worshipped in the cult areas of the middle 
Volturno valley were ones that presided over areas of crossing and exchange, and that these 
deities were ones that would be familiar to people of various cultural backgrounds.  Also, the 
presence of numerous artifacts of Greek and Etruscan origin shows that there were indeed 
interactions taking place not only among the Samnites themselves, but also between the 
Samnites and their neighbors.   
Much still remains to be investigated in the area of the middle Volturno valley and in 
the rest of Samnium concerning the settlement patterns and cultural habits of this region, but 
I hope to have made some progress toward a better understanding of this area, and to have 
proven that the model of boundary sanctuaries is not valid for the middle Volturno valley.  
This region has a very complex settlement pattern that does not seem to work along the lines 
of the classic city-state pattern.  A similar sort of pattern seems to hold true for many of the 
                                                 
19This is one of the most important distinctions between cults located within settlements and those located 
outside of the settlements.  While those inside the walls are often reserved for worship by the inhabitants of the 
site, extramural and rural cults are open to worship by a more diverse group of devotees. 
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upland areas of Italy, which have had to face various challenges throughout their history.  
These challenges include the lack of harbors, the difficulty of constructing roads through 
mountainous terrain, and the difficulty of building cities in such terrain.  Also, the pattern of 
Romanization and colonial foundations that occurs in these upland regions is different from 
the pattern that occurs in the lowland regions of Italy.  In this sense, the ‘Samnite’ anomaly 
reflected in the differences in settlement patterns that occur between Samnium and the 
coastal areas should be seen not as evidence of ethnic differences, but rather as a dichotomy 
between the upland and lowland groups that is apparent throughout all of Italy.  Such a 
picture becomes even clearer if we abandon the ethnic labels that have traditionally 
dominated much of the scholarship concerning this region.  By abandoning the traditional 
city-state model and the notion of boundary sanctuaries when investigating the region of 
Samnium and the other upland areas of Italy, we can develop a much more accurate picture 
of the overall dynamics of pre-Roman Italy. 
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Table 1.  My classification of the sixteen sites discussed in this work.  Their associated 
localities are noted by the lowercase letters. 
 
Site Classification Polygonal 
Masonry? 
Artifact Description 
1. San Potito/ 
San Potito Sannitico 
 
 
 
 
 
     
    a. Conca dell’Arena 
 
Cult Area 
(Rural) 
 
No 
Terracotta figurines and 
heads, vessels, loom 
weights 
     
    b. Le Fate 
 
Sporadic Find 
 
No 
 
Parts of terracotta model of 
a sacred building 
     
    c. Le Torelle 
 
Necropolis 
 
No 
 
Tombs, black glaze and red 
figure vessels 
 
2. Masseria Simeone/ 
Masseria San Simeone 
 
Sporadic Find 
 
No 
 
Terracotta head 
 
 
3. Monte Cila 
   
 
     
    a. On hill itself 
 
Large oppidum 
 
Yes 
 
Walls, streets, passages,  
Oscan inscription 
     
    b. At foot of hill (1) 
 
Necropolis 
 
No 
 
Tombs, ceramics 
 
     
    c. At foot of hill (2) 
 
Cult area 
(Extramural) 
 
No 
Terracotta sculptures, vases, 
architectural terracottas, 
loom weights, clay pipes 
 
4. Castello d’Alife/ 
Castello di Matese 
 
Small oppidum 
 
Yes 
 
Walls 
 
 
5. Sant’Angelo d’Alife 
   
 
     
    a. Grotte 
 
Sporadic find 
 
No 
 
Terracotta foot found near a 
Roman building 
     
    b. Territory of Sant’ 
        Angelo d’Alife 
 
Necropolis 
 
No 
Tombs, terracotta vessels, 
spindle whorls, fibulae, 
spearhead 
6. La Rocca (Dragoni)/ 
Monte Castello 
   
     
    a. On hill itself 
 
Large oppidum 
 
Yes 
 
Walls, cistern, pottery, roof 
tiles 
 94
 
    b. Comune of Dragoni 
 
Cult area 
(Intramural or 
extramural) 
 
No 
 
Four terracotta heads 
 
7. Alife (modern site) 
   
 
    a. Fourth century      
        remains 
 
Unknown 
 
? 
 
Evidence of habitation, 
minting of coins 
 
    b. Roman colony 
        remains 
 
Roman colony 
 
No 
 
Grid plan, centuriation, 
literary sources 
     
    c. Conca d’Oro 
 
 
Necropolis 
 
No 
 
Tombs, pottery, fibulae, 
bronze broad belts, coins 
 
    d. Croce Santa Maria 
 
 
Necropolis 
 
No 
 
Tombs 
 
8. Santa Maria in Cingla 
 
 
Roman cult area
 
No 
 
Remains of Roman temple 
 
9. Zappini 
 
 
Cult Area 
(Rural) 
 
No 
 
Two bronze Hercules 
statuettes 
 
10. Pratella 
 
 
Cult Area 
(Rural) 
 
No 
 
Foot, stump of arm, red 
coarseware vessel 
 
11. Mastrati 
 
 
Roman Villa 
 
No 
 
Roman villa remains 
12. Monte Cavuto/ 
Roccavecchia di Pratella/ 
Monte Perrone 
 
Large oppidum 
 
Yes 
Walls, cistern, possible 
rock-cut theater, pottery, 
roof tiles 
 
13. Mura delle Fate 
 
 
Unknown 
 
Yes 
 
Walls, limestone chips 
 
14. Colle Saraceno 
 
 
Unknown 
 
Yes 
 
Wall 
 
15. Presenzano/Rufrae 
   
 
    a. Masseria Monaci 
 
 
Necropolis 
 
No 
Tombs, vessels, Attic 
ceramics, jewelry, fibulae, 
Samnite weapons 
 
    b. Masseria Monaci 
 
 
Cult area 
(Extramural) 
 
No 
Miniature vessels, circular 
tufa altar table, architectural 
fragments 
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    c. Masseria Perelle 
 
 
Cult area 
(Extramural) 
 
No 
 
Figurines, burn layer 
     
    d. Masseria Robbia 
 
Necropolis 
 
No 
Tombs, bucchero, impasto, 
fibulae, daggers, spear 
point, mace head 
     
    e. On hill itself 
 
 
Small oppidum 
 
Yes 
 
Walls 
 
16. Raviscanina 
 
Small oppidum 
 
Yes 
Walls, ceramics, pottery 
sherds, plaster, opus 
signinum 
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Figure 1.  Map of the region of Campania, with the Ager Falernus and Ager Campanus 
marked.  Source: Gargiulo 2002, figure 1. 
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Figure 2.  The eleven regions of Italy in the Augustan period.  Source: Pallottino 1991, figure 
12. 
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Figure 3.  Italy in the third to second centuries BC.  Source: Pallottino 1991, figure 11. 
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Figure 4.  Spheres of influence toward the end of the sixth century BC.  Source: Pallottino 
1991, figure 6. 
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Figure 5.  Campania in the eighth to fifth centuries BC.  Source: Pallottino 1991, figure 7. 
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Figure 6.  Spread and distribution of Oscan-Umbrian-speaking eastern Italic peoples.  
Source: Pallottino 1991, figure 8. 
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Figure 7.  Map of the middle Volturno valley, showing my classification of the sixteen sites 
and their associated localities.  Based on Oakley (1995, foldout). 
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Figure 8.  Map of the middle Volturno valley.  This area is located at the northern edge of the 
map shown in figure 1, as Teanum Sidicinum is labeled on both maps.  Source: Oakley 1995, 
foldout. 
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Figure 9.  The Gargliano-Volturno region.  Source: Salmon 1967, map 2. 
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Figure 10.  Map of the sixteen sites that I discuss in this work.  The sites are: 1. San 
Potito/San Potito Sannitico; 2. Masseria Simeoni/Masseria San Simeoni; 3. Monte Cila; 4. 
Castello d’Alife/Castello di Matese; 5. Sant’Angelo d’Alife; 6. La Rocca (Dragoni)/Monte 
Castello; 7. Alife/Allifae; 8. Santa Maria in Cingla; 9. Zappini; 10. Pratella; 11. Mastrati; 12. 
Monte Cavuto/Roccavecchia di Pratella/Monte Perrone; 13. Mura delle Fate; 14. Colle 
Saraceno; 15. Presenzano/Rufrae; 16. Raviscanina. Based on Oakley (1995, foldout). 
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Figure 11.  P. Carafa’s map of the middle Volturno valley, showing settlements and 
boundary sanctuaries.  Although this is the same map as figure 12, Carafa labels the two 
maps differently.  He labels the sites on this map as: A. Taverna di Torricelle; B. Fontana 
della Regina; C. Fondo Ruozzo; 1. Conca dell’Arena; 2. Le Fate; 3. Masseria Simeoni; 4. 
Sant’Angelo d’Alife; 5. Dragoni; 6. Santa Maria in Cingla; 7. Zappini; 8. Grotte; 9. Mastrati.  
Source: Carafa 1997, figure 87. 
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Figure 12.  P. Carafa’s later map of the middle Volturno valley, showing settlements and 
boundary sanctuaries.  Although this is the same map as figure 11, Carafa labels the two 
maps differently.  He labels the sites on this map as: A. Taverna di Torricelle; B. Fontana 
della Regina; C. Fondo Ruozzo; 1. San Potito; 2. Masseria Simeoni; 3. Monte Cila; 4. 
Sant’Angelo d’Alife; 5. Dragoni; 6. Santa Maria in Cingla; 7. Zappini; 8. Pratella; 9. 
Mastrati.  Source: Carafa 1998, figure 5. 
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Figure 13.  Colored version of P. Carafa’s later map of sites and boundary sanctuaries.  
Based on Carafa (1998, figure 5) and Oakley (1995, foldout). 
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Figure 14.  Colored version of S. P. Oakley’s map of sites and sanctuaries.  Based on Oakley 
(1995, foldout). 
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Figure 15.  Location of necropolis (red) at locality Le Torelle near San Potito Sannitico.  
Source: Conta Haller 1978, figure 46.1. 
 
 
 
Figure 16.  Key to the drawings found in Oakley (1995).  Source: Oakley 1995, figure 1. 
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Figure 17.  Plan of Monte Cila and Castello d’Alife/Castello di Matese.  See figure 16 for 
key.  Source: Oakley 1995, figure 45. 
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Figure 18.  The three different polygonal wall circuits on Monte Cila.  Source: Conta Haller 
1978, figure 48.1. 
 
 
 
Figure 19.  Detail of the walling of the uppermost wall on the southern flank of Monte Cila.  
Source: Oakley 1995, figure 46. 
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Figure 20.  Detail of the walling of the lowermost wall on the southern flank of Monte Cila.  
Source: Conta Haller 1978, figure 48.3. 
 
 
 
Figure 21.  Detail of the walling of the middle wall on the southern flank of Monte Cila.  
Source: Conta Haller 1978, figure 49.1. 
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Figure 22.  Detail of the wall on the northeastern flank of Monte Cila, facing Castello 
d’Alife/Castello di Matese.  Source: Oakley 1995, figure 47. 
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Figure 23.  Drawing of the inscription from Alife.  Source: Caiazza 1990, figure 4. 
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Figure 24.  Front and rear views of the bronze statuette fount at the foot of Monte Cila.  
Source: Carafa 1997, figure 77. 
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Figure 25.  The bronze statuette found at the foot of Monte Cila.  Source: Caiazza 1990, 69. 
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Figure 26.  Samnite blocks in the lower courses of the northern wall of the castle at Castello 
d’Alife/Castello di Matese.  Source: Oakley 1995, figure 48. 
 
 
 
Figure 27.  La Rocca (Dragoni)/Monte Castello, general view.  Source: Oakley 1995, figure 
42. 
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Figure 28.  La Rocca (Dragoni)/Monte Castello, plan showing polygonal walls.  See figure 
16 for key.  Source: Oakley 1995, figure 41. 
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Figure 29.  Polygonal walling reused in the medieval castle at La Rocca (Dragoni)/Monte 
Castello.  Source: Oakley 1995, figure 43. 
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Figure 30.  Drawing of materials from the necropolis at Conca d’Oro, discovered during 
excavation.  Source: Caiazza 1990, figure 2. 
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Figure 31.  Drawing of materials from the necropolis at Conca d’Oro.  Source: Caiazza 1990, 
figure 3. 
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Figure 32.  Late archaic antefix found at Alife.  Source: Carafa 1997, figure 51. 
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Figure 33.  The pre-Roman centuriation of the area around Alife.  Source: Tagliamonte and 
Miele 2002, figure 2. 
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Figure 34.  Portion of an I.G.M. map showing the centuriation around the Roman colony of 
Allifae.  Source: Miele 2001, figure 6. 
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Figure 35.  The centuriation of the territory around Alife.  The red lines of centuriation 
outside of the city correspond to the main axes of the city.  Source: Tagliamonte and Miele 
2002, figure 1. 
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Figure 36.  The urban plan of Roman Allifae, in relation to the centuriation.  Source: 
Tagliamonte and Miele 2002, figure 4. 
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Figure 37.  Aerial photograph of the modern city of Alife.  Source: Tagliamonte and Miele 
2002, figure 5. 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 38.  Plan showing the polygonal masonry of Roccavecchia di Pratella.  See figure 16 
for key.  Source: Oakley 1995, figure 34. 
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Figure 39.  Drawing of the remains on the acropolis of Roccavecchia di Pratella.  Source: 
Caiazza 1990, figure 8. 
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Figure 40.  Section of the so-called rock cut theater at Roccavecchia di Pratella.  Source: 
Caiazza 1990, figure 7. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 131
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 41.  The walls of Colle Saracino on Roccavecchia di Pratella.  Source: Oakley 1995, 
figure 35. 
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Figure 42.  Plan of some of the polygonal remains, including the 9 by 9 meter square 
enclosure, from Mura delle Fate.  Source: Caiazza 1990, figure 5. 
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Figure 43.  Plan showing the polygonal fortifications at Presenzano.  See figure 16 for key.  
Source: Oakley 1995, figure 26. 
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Figure 44.  Polygonal blocks in the wall of the medieval castle at Presenzano.  Source: 
Oakley 1995, figure 27. 
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Figure 45.  South stretch of the polygonal wall located under the chapel at Presenzano.  
Source: Conta Haller 1978, figure 32.1. 
 
 
 
Figure 46.  West stretch of the polygonal wall at Presenzano, covered in part by a medieval 
tower.  Source: Conta Haller 1978, figure 32.2. 
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Figure 47.  Map of the area around Presenzano.  The labels given by Sirano that are relevant 
to my discussion are: 1. Masseria Robbia; 2. Masseria Monaci; 4. Masseria Perelle.  Source: 
Sirano 2005, figure 2. 
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Figure 48.  Necropolis at Masseria Monaci near Presenzano, view from the west.  Source: 
Sirano 2005, figure 20. 
 
 
 
Figure 49.  Tomb 64 from Masseria Monaci near Presenzano, during excavation.  Source: 
Sirano 2005, figure 21. 
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Figure 50.  A figurine of a warrior from Figure 51.  A figurine of a  
the votive deposit at Masseria Perelle near wrapped female from the votive 
Presenzano.  Probably from the late sixth deposit at Masseria Perelle near 
century BC.  Source: Johannowsky 1990,  Presenzano.  Probably from the late 
figure 8.5. sixth century BC.  Source:  
 Johannowsky 1990, figure 9.1. 
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Figure 52. A figurine of a warrior from Figure 53.  A figurine of a  
the votive deposit at Masseria Perelle near warrior from the votive deposit at 
Presenzano.  Probably from the late sixth Masseria Perelle near Presenzano. 
century BC.  Source: Johannowsky 1990,  Probably from the early fifth century 
figure 9.2. BC.  Source: Johannowsky 1990,  
 figure 9.3. 
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Figure 54. A figurine from the votive Figure 55.  A head from the 
deposit at Masseria Perelle near Presenzano.   votive deposit at Masseria Perelle  
Probably from the early fifth century BC. near Presenzano. Probably from the 
Source: Johannowsky 1990, figure 10.1. early fifth century BC.  Source:  
 Johannowsky 1990, figure 10.2. 
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Figure 56.  Miniature vases found at Masseria Monaci near Presenzano.  Source: Sirano 
2005, figure 7. 
 
 
 
Figure 57.  Circular tufa altar table found at Masseria Monaci near Presenzano.  Source: 
Sirano 2005, figure 23. 
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Figure 58.  Map showing my classification of the sixteen sites discussed in this paper and 
eir associated localities.  Based on Oakley (1995, foldout). th
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